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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday, April 26, 1989

The House met at 10 a.m.

The Reverend Dr. Fred C. Lofton,
pastor, Metropolitan Baptist Church,
Memphis, TN, offered the following
prayer:

O, Thou who art pure spirit, in Thee
all things have their being, and be-
cause of Thee, we are. We enter then,
this moment of prayer with our spirits
thirsting and seeking for Thee for
divine guidance. Like the disciples, we
hunger for Thee, and we say like they
said, “Lord, teach us to pray; teach us
Thy way."”

With heads bowed and contrite
hearts, grant unto us the freshness of
Your forgiveness. Help us to learn to
do justly, love mercy, and to walk
humbly with Thee.

We pray this day for the families of
those gallant young men who lost
their lives on the U.S.S. lowa.

Grant divine power to our leaders
with courage, conviction, and charity.
Give them wisdom and knowledge to
make wise decisions which will guide
this great Nation to new heights as
the leader of the democracies of the
West. In His name who has no name.
Amen and amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day's
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that
a quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 288, nays
105, not voting 40, as follows:

[Roll No. 33]
YEAS—288

Ackerman Anthony Bartlett
Akaka Applegate Bates
Alexander Archer Bennett
Anderson Atkins Bereuter
Andrews AuCoin Berman
Annunzio Barnard Bevill

Bilbray

Campbell (CA)
Campbell (CO)
Cardin

Carper

Clarke
Clement
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Combest
Conte
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Darden

Davis

de la Garza
DeFazio
Dellums
Derrick
DeWine

Dicks

Dingell
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Downey
Duncan
Durbin

Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson

Eckart
Edwards (CA)
Engel

English
Erdreich

Espy

Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gradison
Grant
Gray
Green
Guarini
Gunderson
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Harris
Hawkins
Hayes (IL)
Hayes (LA)
Hefner

Hertel
Hoagland
Hochbrueckner
Hopkins
Horton
Houghton
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Jones (GA)
Jones (NC)
Jontz
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kostmayer
Lancaster
Lantos
Laughlin
Leath (TX)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland

Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd

Long

Luken, Thomas
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
MeCollum
MeCurdy
McDade
MeDermott
McEwen
MeHugh
MecMillen (MD)
McNulty
Meyers
Mfume
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Morella
Morrison (CT?}
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murtha
Myers

Nagle
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nelson
Nielson
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Ortiz

Owens (NY)
Owens (UT)
Packard
Pallone

Panetta
Parker
Patterson
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pease
Pelosi
Penny
Perkins
Pickett
Pickle
Porter
Poshard
Price
Pursell
Quillen
Rahall
Rangel
Ravenel
Ray
Regula
Ritter
Robinson
Roe

Rostenkowski
Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Roybal
Russo

Sabo

Saiki
Sangmeister
Sarpalius
Savage
Sawyer
Saxton
Scheuer
Schiff
Schneider
Schulze
Schumer
Sharp

Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter (NY)
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (VT)
Solarz
Spence
Spratt
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Swift

Synar
Tallon
Tanner
Tauzin
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Unsoeld
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Walsh
Watkins
Waxman
Weiss
Weldon
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Whitten Wise Wylie
Williams Wolpe Yates
Wilson Wyden Yatron
NAYS—105
Armey Henry Rhodes
Baker Hiler Ridge
Ballenger Holloway Roberts
Barton Hunter Rogers
Bentley Hyde Rohrabacher
Bliley Inhofe Roth
Boehlert Ireland Roukema
Broomfield Jacobs Schaefer
Brown (CO) James Schroeder
Buechner Kolbe Schuette
Bunning Kyl Sensenbrenner
Burton Lagomarsino Shays
Chandler Leach (IA) Sikorski
Coble Lewis (CA) Slaughter (VA)
Coughlin Lewis (FL) Smith (MS)
Cox Lightfoot Smith (TX)
Craig Lowery (CA) Smith, Denny
Crane Lukens, Donald (OR)
Dannemeyer Machtley Smith, Robert
DeLay Marlenee (NH)
Dickinson Martin (IL) Smith, Robert
Douglas Martin (NY) (OR)
Dreier MecCandless Snowe
Edwards (OK) McCrery Solomon
Emerson McGrath Stangeland
Fawell MecMillan (NC) Stearns
Fields Michel Stump
Frenzel Miller (OH) Sundquist
Gallegly Molinari Tauke
Gekas Moorhead Thomas (CA)
Goss Murphy Upton
Grandy Oxley Vucanovich
Hancock Parris Weber
Hansen Pashayan Whittaker
Hastert Paxon Wolf
Hefley Petri Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—40
Aspin Dixon Lowey (NY)
Bateman Dornan (CA) Madigan
Beilenson Early Miller (CA)
Bilirakis Feighan Pepper
Bosco Flake Richardson
Bryant Garcia Rinaldo
Callahan Goodling Rose
Carr Hall (OH) Smith (NJ)
Chapman Hall (TX) Towns
Clay Hatcher Walker
Collins Herger Wheat
Cooper Jenkins Young (FL)
Courter Kolter
Crockett LaFalce
0O 1025

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask
the gentlewoman from Maryland
[Mrs. MoRreLLA]l to come forward and
lead us in the Pledge of Allegiance to
the flag.

Mrs. MORELLA led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for
all.

00 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., (] 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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THE REVEREND DR. FRED C.
LOFTON

(Mr. FORD of Tennessee asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, it is a great honor for me to address
the House today and I am very pleased
to welcome to the House of Represent-
atives Dr. Fred C. Lofton, pastor of
the Metropolitan Baptist Church,
Memphis, TN.

Dr. Lofton's accomplishments and
scholarly activities have been impres-
sive as he has shaped the thought and
spurred the actions of the evangelical
community.

The Reverend Lofton has been
pastor of the Metropolitan Baptist
Church for the past 17 years. He is
presently president of the Progressive
National Convention.

Dr. Lofton received his bachelors of
arts degrees from Morehouse College
in Atlanta, GA, a masters of divinity
from the Morehouse School of Reli-
gion, and masters of education from
the University of Southern California,
and a doctor of sacred theology from
Emory University.

He is the author of four books:
“Help Me Somebody,” “Our Help in
Ages Past,” “Teach Us To Pray,” and
“When We Pray.”

I welcome Dr. Lofton to the House
of Representatives today, and wish to
say that he has been a pastor of the
Metropolitan Baptist Church for the
past 17 years. We all know him as a
great leader and a great spiritual
leader in our community. I welcome
him here today.

GOOD NEWS FOR THE
MERCHANT MARINE

(Mrs. BENTLEY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, this
morning, we have some good news for
the U.S. merchant marine, which soon
should mean new business.

After some very hard battles waged
by myself and the Federal Maritime
Administration, the Department of
Defense has come out with a proposed
rule that lives up to the spirit of the
Cargo Preference Act of 1904.

Under the proposed rule being pro-
mulgated, DOD will utilize U.S.-flag
shipping for the ocean transportation
of all purchased supplies and material,
including components.

I want to take this opportunity to
personally thank Mrs. Eleanor Spec-
tor, Deputy Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Procurement and Mr. S.
Thomas Romeo, Chief of the Federal
Maritime Administration's Division of
National Cargo, for their fine work in
developing the Defense Federal acqui-
sition regulations.
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Mr. Speaker, these new regulations
have the potential for generating $250
million in new annual revenues for the
U.S.-flag fleet. Every dollar spent by
DOD for U.S. ocean transportation re-
quirements will return 75 cents to the
U.S. economy, thus having a positive
impact on our balance of payments.

On the other hand, 78 cents of every
1 dollar spent by our military when
employing foreign-flag vessels benefits
foreign economies.

Mr. Speaker, these new regulations
culminates a 15-year effort by the
Maritime Administration in its at-
tempts to protect and promote U.S.
shipping interests, and an effort that I
have been personally waging for many
years even before my election in the
Congress in 1984.
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MUNICIPAL FUNDING TO FIGHT
DRUGS

(Mr. JONES of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. JONES of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
of all the challenges faced by the
American people in the late 20th cen-
tury, none is more important than the
battle against the drug epidemic
which has infested every level of life
in these United States.

We are awash in a devastating flood
of dangerous drugs—from schoolyards
to boardrooms, the cancer grows: the
statistics are appalling. We are losing
the war on drugs—and losing badly.

The sickness, the violence and the
death which accompany the insanity
of drug addiction is destroying the
minds of our youth and the fiber of a
sane and civilized society.

The American people are crying out
for help, Mr. Speaker. We must pro-
vide it—at whatever sacrifice. We must
meet this enemy at every level with
our fullest commitment, and we must
win. The alternative is intolerable.

I join my colleagues today in calling
for real and adequate antidrug fund-
ing for our troubled communities.

INTRODUCTION OoF COAST
GUARD USER FEES AND FREE
RIDE TERMINATION ACT OF
1989

(Mr. CONTE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, it is that
time of year again. Time for the covers
to come off, the motors to rev up, and
the sails to unfurl, because just as sure
as the birds fly north every spring, the
recreational boaters are making that
annual migration to the sea. You can
see them out on their yachts and cabin
cruisers, practicing their nautical
terms like “hard to port,” ‘‘take the
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helm, mate,” and “where’s the gas
gauge?”

In honor of this yearly exodus, I am
introducing my Coast Guard User Fee
and Free Ride Termination Act of
1989. The Coast Guard protects recre-
ational boaters from the hazards of
the waters, and each other. But who
compensates the Coast Guard?

Not the recreational boaters, no sir.
Two hundred and fifty million citizens
subsidize the recreational pleasure of
the 6 million boaters who benefit from
the Coast Guard's services. That is not
right.

It is time to ask those who benefit to
shoulder some of the responsibility,
and my bill does just that by assessing
a modest, $25 user fee on those recre-
ational boaters, with the proceeds
going to the Coast Guard.

I urge my colleagues to stop tacking
against the wind, and to join me in
passing this bill.

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION
HOSPITALS NEED FUNDING

(Mr. BRENNAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BRENNAN. Mr. Speaker, today
I rise to urge my colleagues to support
the supplemental appropriations bill.

Among other things, this legislation
will provide much-needed emergency
funds to the health care account of
the Veterans’ Administration.

I am sure that all of my colleagues
know of the serious shortfall of funds
that has forced VA medical centers
across the country to cutback on serv-
ices to veterans.

The only VA hospital in my home
State of Maine has been forced to
close wards, shut down beds, and turn
away veterans.

Mr. Speaker, the supplemental bill
will take the first step toward restor-
ing the necessary funding for our vet-
erans’ hospitals.

It will not solve all the problems,
such as adequate pay for VA nurses,
but it will be a start.

The funding made available will
reopen surgical and psychiatric wards,
reopen drug and alcohol abuse treat-
ment facilities and, most important,
give back to our veterans the peace of
mind they enjoyed before this budget
crisis.

Mr. Speaker, our veterans deserve
the best medical care we can provide.

If we as a nation hope to call brave
men and women to the service of their
country in the future, we must not
forget the brave men and women who
answered that call in the past.

I urge support for H.R. 2072 and the
supplemental funds for the VA that it
provides.
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UPHOLD ROE VERSUS WADE

(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, today
the Supreme Court will hear argu-
ments in the case of Webster versus
Reproductive Health Services. This
case could be used to overturn the Roe
versus Wade decision which has stood
since 1973 and has protected a
women's right of reproductive choice.

One hundred and forty Members of
Congress signed an amicus brief ex-
pressing our strong support for the up-
holding of Roe versus Wade in the
case to be heard today. In the brief, we
conclude:

There is no precedent in the two hundred
years of this Court’s history for overruling a
decision recognizing a fundamental right.
Roe versus Wade recognized a fundamental
right solidly based in constitutional prinei-
ples and precedent. There are present here
none of the reasons, such as changed cir-
cumstances or legal doctrine, relied on by
this Court in the past for departing from
the principles of stare decisis. We urge,
therefore, that Roe versus Wade should be
reaffirmed, as it was In 1983 and 1986, in
Akron and Thronburgh, and that the
debate over the continued validity of its
core principles be put to rest.

Mr. Speaker, it is vital that a
women's reproductive choice be pre-
served, and I urge my colleagues to
join in efforts to protect this vital
freedom.

URGING SUPPORT FOR
SPEAKER WRIGHT

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, our
Speaker wrote a book. Certain Repub-
licans called it a ‘“‘sham.” The Speak-
er's wife happened to get a job. Cer-
tain Republicans called that a “sham.”

Meanwhile, Mr. GincrIicH of Geor-
gia wrote a book, his wife got $10,000
to cut the deal, and certain Republi-
cans now call that “business.”

Let us check this out. Twenty-two
investors with legislative interests
gave $5,000 each to promote Mr. GING-
RICH's book. In addition, his wife got
$10,000 to cut that deal, and Mr. GING-
RICH said, “Well, that’s not unusual.” I
say it stinks. It seems to me that Mr.
GINGRICH'S book, “The Window of Op-
portunity,” appears more like “the
closet full of cash,” and with some
skeletons in there as well.

I say the truth is that the Speaker is
the subject of a Republican witch
hunt and Democrats should stand
their ground here in this House and
let it be perfectly clear that there still
is a Democratic Party. I say, ‘“‘People
who live in glass houses shouldn't
throw stones.”
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LEGISLATION TO SPUR THE PRI-
VATE SECTOR LONG-TERM
CARE INSURANCE MARKET

(Mr. SLAUGHTER of Virginia asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SLAUGHTER of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, it is estimated that our Na-
tion’s nursing home population will
double to 2.2 million within the next
10 years. As the need for nursing
home care increases, the cost of fi-
nancing such care, and the need to
find new ways to afford it, will also in-
crease dramatically.

I am introducing two bills today to
help individuals finance long-term
care, and to help expand the market
for this insurance. The first bill would
permit holders of individual life insur-
ance policies to exchange or convert
the cash value of these policies for
long-term care insurance on a tax-free
basis. Similarly, the second bill would
permit tax-free withdrawals from indi-
vidual retirement accounts [IRA’s]
when the funds are used to pay long-
term care insurance premiums.

A recent survey concluded that
almost three-quarters of Americans
are willing and able to buy a long-term
care insurance policy. Congress should
give this market a push by providing
incentives to individuals to purchase
long-term care policies early.

DRUG FUNDING, 1989 SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS

(Mr. ENGLISH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, today,
Congress is asking the administration
to play a game of truth or conse-
quences. As we consider the supple-
mental appropriations measure before
us, we need to emphasize that avoiding
the truth will lead to severe conse-
quences.

In this measure, we are requesting
$822 million to continue the fight
against the drug menace facing our
country. This is not new money, Mr.
Speaker. It is funds authorized by the
1988 Omnibus Anti-Drug Act, which
called for a total has been appropri-
ated, and even if this supplemental is
approved, we still will not have
reached the halfway point in fulfilling
our commitment.

But it is an indespensable first step.
To effectively fight the war on drugs—
both on the supply and demand
fronts—we need resources; we need to
breathe life into the outstanding blue-
print crafted last year.

Keep in mind that the drug empire
takes in roughly $150 billion a year.
That is half what this country spends
on its national defense. Given the fact
that we spent only $3.6 billion explicit-
ly on antidrug programs in 1988, it is

7485

g;i:}.ty clear that we have much work
0.

The Bush administration, though,
like its predecessor, thinks this war
can be fought with smoke and mir-
rors—cheap ones at that. The conse-
quences of that attitude will be devas-
tating. We must pass this measure
today and make the President tell the
truth—does he want a drug war or
not?

0O 1040

DRUG CRIME

(Mr. ORTIZ asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, the issue
of drug-related crime consistently
ranks as the foremost domestic con-
cern of many Americans in public
opinion polls, and for good reason.

Not only does the use of drugs rob
our society of its potential on the indi-
vidual level, but the crime spawned by
the drug trade takes a terrible toll in
human terms as well.

Resources that could be better used
elsewhere are diverted to apprehend-
ing, trying, and incarcerating drug of-
fenders.

While we all recognize the ultimate
importance of education and preven-
tion, we must also remain committed
to providing adequate resources for
law enforcement.

Effective education and prevention
programs offer the long-term key to a
drug-free America, while sound law en-
forcement will send a clear message
that the criminal activity which sup-
ports the drug trade will not be toler-
ated by our society.

We cannot allow our dedication to
waver, for our ultimate potential as a
people hangs in the balance.

TAKING MONEY AWAY FROM A
SUCCESSFUL DRUG INTERDIC-
TION PROGRAM

(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, the
statement that was just made to the
effect that we need to pass this supple-
mental for the purpose of carrying on
the drug war is not accurate. The facts
are that we have involved the military,
we have passed the language that has
been signed by the President that
gives the Department of Defense the
lead agency role in stopping drug
planes and drug ships. General Olm-
stead just reported to the Committee
on Armed Services that they are now
turning back drug planes at the south-
ern border of the United States, and
they are doing that with operation
and maintenance moneys.
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Mr. Speaker, this supplemental, and
particularly the Foley amendment,
will cut into operations and mainte-
nance of the Department of Defense,
and it is going to hamper the very
drug interdiction measures that this
Congress has just mandated be started
up. In particular military personnel
are going to be cut $448 million under
Foley. Operations and maintenance
will be cut $490 million, so we are
taking away from a successful interdic-
tion drug program on the one hand to
pass out money with the other hand.

OPPOSITION TO CUTTING FUND-
ING FOR OMNIBUS ANTIDRUG
BILL

(Mr. LEVINE of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to oppose efforts
to cut funding for the omnibus anti-
drug bill and to urge the administra-
tion to declare Los Angeles a high-
impact drug area.

Los Angeles has the unhappy dis-
tinction of being the Nation's drug and
gang capital. Los Angeles gangs are
now exporting drugs and violence to
the rest of the country. According to
the FBI, Los Angeles gangs are operat-
ing in over 40 cities throughout the
United States.

Last session my colleague Mr.
BeErmAN and I introduced legislation to
create a Los Angeles Drug Gang Task
Force. We estimated that Los Angeles
needed 699 new Federal law enforce-
ment personnel, for the DEA, FBI,
ATF, Customs, Coast Guard, U.S. At-
torneys, and the INS.

In response the administration has
agreed to provide 8 new DEA agents
and 21 new Federal prosecutors. This
is an important first step, but it is not
enough. Much more needs to be done
if we are to reclaim our homes and
streets from crime and violence.

I urge my colleagues to provide law
enforcement with the tools necessary
to turn the tide in the war against
drugs.

WE SHOULD PLACE THE EMPHA-
SIS ON TREATMENT AND RE-
HABILITATION

(Mr. SARPALIUS asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Speaker, 14
years ago I received a phone call from
a doctor who told me that my mother
had just died as a result of an overdose
of drugs. It hurt, but the sad thing
was that I knew it was going to
happen, and she knew it was going to
happen. She wanted help, but there
was no place to help her. I can remem-
ber hitchhiking to different treatment
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facilities with her, and nobody would
take her because there was a waiting
list of 3 to 5 years long, or it was nec-
essary to have a large amount of
money.

Mr. Speaker, the sad thing is that 90
percent of the drug addicts in this
country who want help are turned
away simply because we do not have
enough facilities in this country. No
one of us likes to see a child being
abused, but 80 percent of the child
abuse cases in this country are caused
by a person who is intoxicated by
either alcohol or drugs.

Mr. Speaker, we must address the
supply and demand. If this country is
every going to get serious about the
drug problem, we must put emphasis
on treatment and rehabilitation.

SUPPORTING OUR ANTIDRUG
INITIATIVES

(Mr. AKAKA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Speaker, we will be
considering the dire emergency sup-
plemental appropriations bill for fiscal
year 1989 today, and contained within
the bill is an appropriation of national
significance—funds to augment our
antidrug initiatives.

H.R. 2072 includes $822 million to
assist law enforcement efforts in re-
ducing this menace. This money is im-
perative if we are to carry out the di-
rectives of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of
1988, and support the efforts of the
Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse
and Control.

Congress made a commitment to
fight this battle when it passed the
omnibus drug bill last year. Mr. Speak-
er, let's not be accused of only political
rhetoric in having declared a drug war.
If Congress is to be taken seriously by
drug criminals, we must flex some
muscle and fund our plans of counter-
attack.

Illicit drug dealing is a $140 billion
business in this country; and it costs
our Nation $100 billion in higher
health costs, drug-related crime and
violence and lost productivity. Regular
users of marijuana amount to 25 mil-
lion people, while 15 million are occa-
sional users; 30 million are occasional
users of cocaine; and T million people
abuse psychotropic substances.

The funds appropriated in today's
bill will confirm our dedication in
moving forward to arrest this dreaded
disease.

President Bush pledged that the
scourge of drugs would stop. I call on
the President to show his commitment
and my colleagues to show our com-
mitment by supporting this appropria-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I intend to vote “‘no”
on any initiative to reduce the drug
funds in this bill. We cannot expect
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top-of-the-line drug enforcement with
underfunded programs at bargain
basement prices.

THIS IS A VERY SAD DAY

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
and to revise and extend her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker,
when I was a student at Harvard Law
School, my toes absolutely tingled at
the thought of being able to work for
the U.S. Justice Department. Those
were the days of “Mississippi Burn-
ing,” and the U.S. Justice Department
was out front expanding rights for
people and letting everyone be a
player, making constitutional rights
realities. Today I cringe as the U.S.
Justice Department turns its back on
that long tradition and the U.S. Attor-
ney General goes to the Supreme
Court asking to retrench on rights for
American citizens.

Mr. Speaker, I think this is a very
sad day, and I must say I am very
upset that the U.S. Justice Depart-
ment is moving in that direction.

I am proud of the many Justice at-
torneys who have asked the Attorney
General not to do this, but I hope we
reclaim where we were in the past and
see ourselves as expanding rights, not
asking to take people's rights away. 1
certainly regret the fact that they felt
they had to get involved in the Roe
versus Wade overturn decision.

TWO VERY IMPORTANT VOTES
TODAY

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, make no
mistake about it, the vote that we will
be casting on the rule to the supple-
mental and on the supplemental itself
will be two of the most important
votes of this Congress. If my col-
leagues are serious about dealing with
the drug problem in this country, they
will vote yes on the rule and yes on
the supplemental.

Mr. Speaker, the drug turf war has
exploded throughout our Nation's
cities, and this administration says it
has a zero tolerance for drugs, but it is
not willing to provide the weapons to
fight the war on drugs. Anybody can
talk tough on drugs, but are we willing
to back up our local law enforcement
to put the pushers behind bars and to
provide treatment facilities to kick the
habit? This is the bottom line.

Mr. Speaker, today Democrats in the
House take the lead on the war on
drugs by providing $820 million for
law enforcement and antidrug initia-
tives in the emergency supplemental.
My colleagues on the other side of the
aisle will vote to cut that number in
half.
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If my colleagues want to be tough on
drugs, if my colleagues want to put the
criminals behind bars, where they
belong, vote yes on the rule and vote
yes on the supplemental.

IN ALL FAIRNESS THE GENTLE-
MAN FROM GEORGIA, MR.
GINGRICH, SHOULD CLARIFY
THESE COZY ARRANGEMENTS

(Mr. SMITH of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday we learned that the second
highest ranking member of the leader-
ship on the other side of the aisle, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING-
RIcH], accepted cash payments, reim-
bursements, and in other ways was the
recipient of largesse showered upon
him by a group of friends, investors,
and campaign supporters. We now
know the identities of the members of
the COS Limited Partnership which
provided a $105,000 promotion fund
for the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
GingricH] and which netted his wife
nearly $10,000. We now know that
members of the COS Partnership, who
invested $5,000 each, also contributed
directly to his Federal campaign fund.
We now know that several of these in-
vestors and campaign contributors had
direct interest in Federal legislation;
he admitted it, as recipients of sub-
stantial Federal grants.
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We now know there is some connec-
tion between individuals involved with
Congressman GINGRICH's first book
deal from the Nomanhan partnership
which personally netted him $13,000
for a book that he never published.

I think it is time that he starts ap-
plying the same standards to himself
that he seeks to apply to others. I be-
lieve the gentleman should himself in
pursuit of such consistency request
that the Ethics Committee currently
considering the charges against him
consider the appointment of an out-
side counsel to clarify at least these
questions that surround these cozy ar-
rangements, and if he does not do so, I
hope the committee does it them-
selves, in all fairness.

THE INCREASE IN DRUG-
RELATED CRIME

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her
remarks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my concern about the
dramatic increase in drug-related
crime that my district of San Francis-
co, and many other urban areas, are
now experiencing. Our city streets
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have become the battleground for war-
ring drug gangs.

Our mayor and local authorities are
making a tremendous effort to contain
the problem, and just last week
churches, families and experts came
together under the auspices of Cecil
Williams and the Glide Memorial
Church to make an assault on crack.

We cannot wait any longer, though,
to fund and implement a national
policy. I would like to remind Presi-
dent Bush and his drug czar, Mr. Ben-
nett, that nationwide we lost 11,000
people to drugs and drug-related crime
in 1987 alone. In that same year,
Americans spent an estimated $140 bil-
lion to purchase illicit narcotics. These
numbers continue to rise.

The waiting period to receive drug
treatment can be as long as 6 months.
People are being turned away as they
seek help. Our hospitals are experienc-
ing an alarming increase in the
number of babies born with drug-relat-
ed complications.

Please help us save our children,
provide treatment, cut the supply,
reduce the demand through education,
and offer legitimate economic alterna-
tives to our Nation's deserving urban
poor.

Vote “yes” on the supplemental.

IN SUPPORT OF DRUG
SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING BILL

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H.R. 2072, the
fiscal year 1989 supplemental appro-
priations bill. It contains much needed
funding for the omnibus antidrug bill
which Congress enacted last year.

I would like at this point to com-
mend the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
SmiTH], the chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Commerce, Justice, State,
and Judiciary of the Appropriations
Committee, and the full committee
chairman, the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. WHITTEN], as well as the
ranking member, for expediting this
bill and for their diligence in bringing
this legislation to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, the drug scourge is
laying waste to an entire generation of
Americans. This is especially evident
in the inner cities of our Nation, but
drugs are a reality everywhere in
America.

We need a coordinated national
effort, such as that provided by the
programs authorized under the omni-
bus antidrug bill of 1988 to help fight
this battle, and to fight the battle we
need the funds appropriated by this
supplemental bill, so that the funds
can flow to our law enforcement agen-
cies around the Nation who today are
fighting, at best, a rear guard action
against drugs.
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Mr. Speaker, they need these funds
to go on the offensive against drugs.
We need to pass the bill today and
have it signed into law swiftly.

THE BASIC RIGHTS OF THE
UNBORN

(Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, over 100 Members of Con-
gress recently called on the Supreme
Court in two amicus briefs to overturn
Roe versus Wade and recognize the
basic fact that unborn children are
human, that unborn children are alive,
and are entitled to the most basic of
all human rights, the right to life.

Mr. Speaker, medical advances in
recent years have eliminated any re-
maining doubt one might have regard-
ing the humanity of the unborn. Abor-
tion methods include literal dismem-
berment in D&C and D&E abortions,
and chemical poisoning whereby salt
solutions and other chemicals are in-
troduced into the baby’s embryonic
sac, literally killing and poisoning that
child, resulting in death.

Mr. Speaker, the court should vacate
Roe versus Wade. It has reversed itself
over 100 times on constitutional ques-
tions over the years; so stare decisis is
not a defense.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE
JOINT RESOLUTION 137

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that my
name be removed as a cosponsor of
House Joint Resolution 137.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

ACCESS DEMONSTRATION
PROGRAMS CORRECTION

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 678) to
make a correction in the Education
and Training for a Competitive Amer-
ica Act of 1988, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Senate amendment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT TO THE EDUCATION AND

TRAINING FOR A COMPETITIVE AMER-
1CA ACT OF 1988.

Section 6142(b) of the Education and
Training for a Competitive America Act of
1988 is amended by striking “fiscal year
1988" and inserting ‘‘fiscal year 1989 and
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such sums as may be necessary for fiscal
years 1990, 1991, and 1992".
SEC. 2. IMPACT AID.

(a) FEDERAL ACQUISITION OF REAL PROFPER-
Ty.—Section 2 of the Act of September 30,
1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-first Congress)
(hereafter in this section referred to as the
“Act") is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection (d):

“(d) Any payment made to a local educa-
tional agency for any fiscal year prior to
1987 that is attributable to an incorrect de-
termination under subsection (a)(1XC) shall
be deemed to have been made in accordance
with such subsection.”.

(b) AMOUNT oF PAYMENTS.—(1) Section
3(d¥2) of the Act is amended by inserting
before subparagraph (B) a new subpara-
graph (A) to read as follows:

“(A) for any fiscal year after September
30, 1988, the total amount of payments
under subparagraph (B) may not exceed
$20,000,000,”.

(2) Section 3(d)(2)(B) of the Act is amend-
ed—

(A) in the third sentence by striking ‘80"
and inserting '*95""; and

(B) by striking the seventh sentence.

(¢) PAYMENT PRORATION AUTHORITY.—Sec-
tion 5(c)(4) of the Act is amended by strik-
ing “under clause (ii) or (iii) of paragraph
(2)XB), or clause (ii) or (iii) of paragraph
(3XB), respectively, the full amount which
local educational agencies are entitled to re-
ceive under such clauses” and inserting in
lieu thereof "under paragraph (2)}B) or
paragraph (3XB), respectively, the full
amounts that local educational agencies are
entitled to receive under such paragraphs’.

(d) PAYyMENTS TO LocaL EDUCATIONAL AGEN-
cIES.—Section 5(e)(1)A) is amended to read
as follows:

“(A) for any fiscal year after September
30, 1988, the Secretary shall allocate, to any
local educational agency eligible for a pay-
ment under section (3)a), not less than the
product of—

“(i) the number of children in average
daily attendance for the fiscal vear for
which the determination is made under sec-
tion 3(a);, and

“(iiXI) if such agency received a payment
under section 3(a) in fiscal year 1987, the
per pupil amount paid to that agency in
fiscal year 1987; or

“(II) if such agency did not receive such a
payment in fiscal year 1987, the per pupil
amount such agency would have been paid
in fiscal year 1987 if such agency had been
eligible for payments under section 3(a) and
the average daily attendance for such
agency for fiscal year 1987 had been equal
to the average daily attendance for such
agency for the first fiscal year succeeding
fiscal year 1988 for which a determination is
made under section 3(a).".

(e) DISCRETIONARY ALLOCATIONS.—Para-
graph (3) of section 5(e) of the Act is
amended by inserting the words “subpara-
graph (B) of” after ‘“‘under”.

(f) AppricaTION DEADLINE.—The Secretary
shall consider as timely filed, and shall proec-
ess for payment, an application from a local
educational agency that is eligible for fiscal
year 1989 funds under section 2 or 3 of the
Act, if such application has been certified
by the State educational agency, was re-
ceived by the Secretary by March 15, 1989,
and is otherwise approvable.”.

SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO THE ADULT EDUCATION
ACT.

(a) In GENERAL—Section 312(T) of the

Adult Education Act is amended by striking
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“and except for the purposes of section

(b) ErrFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of
this section shall take effect on the date of
enactment of this Act.

Mr. WILLIAMS (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate amendment
be considered as read and printed in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Montana?

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Reserv-
ing the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 1
support the bill as it has come back
from the Senate. H.R. 678 corrects a
technical error that was made in the
conference report on the trade bill last
yvear. In the report, the Access Demon-
stration Programs were inadvertently
authorized for only 1 year. This tech-
nical correction increases that to a 4-
year authorization.

As indicated, the Senate has added
two technical sections, amending the
impact aid provisions of the Adult
Education Act. Those are in fact tech-
nical in nature.

These Senate amendments correct
unanticipated technical problems with
the distribution of funds, resulting
from changes in these programs in the
last Congress.

The impact aid technical amend-
ments gives the Secretary of Educa-
tion authority to make ratable reduc-
tions to “B" districts when appropria-
tions levels necessitate such action.
Without this authority, there will be
no “B” payments made this fiscal
year. The impact aid program is fur-
ther amended to protect heavily im-
pacted 3(d)(2)(B) districts, by provid-
ing additional funding for newly en-
rolled students.

The amendments also make a tech-
nical change to restore adult educa-
tion funding in the trust territories to
its previous level, by providing a share
of reallocated, excess funds to adult
education programs in these territo-
ries. To prevent a significant reduction
in funding for the territories, this res-
toration of previous law allows territo-
ries to be counted in the allocation of
funds in the States distribution formu-
la.

Mr. Speaker, I support the chairman
and look forward to expeditious pas-
sage this morning on the floor of this
important technical bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. I yield
to the gentleman from Montana.

(Mr. WILLIAMS asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, today
we consider H.R. 678, with several
amendments added to it by our col-
leagues in the Senate.

This body passed H.R. 678 by voice
vote under suspension on March 7 of

April 26, 1989

this year. Last week the Senate passed
the bill and sent it back to us after
adding several amendments to it.
Today I urge my colleagues to pass the
bill with these Senate amendments.

Let me give you a quick explanation
of what H.R. 678 does, and what the
Senate amendments do. First, H.R. 678
as passed by the House simply made a
technical correction to last year's
trade bill. It was a noncontroversial
amendment that merely restored the
authorization for the Access Demon-
stration Program of the trade bill
through fiscal year 1992 as was intend-
ed by the Congress. This authorization
had been mistakenly limited to fiscal
vear 1988 when the trade bill confer-
ence report was drafted.

When this bill reached the Senate,
that body became aware of several
technical problems with the impact
aid program and with the adult educa-
tion program. Those two programs
were reauthorized last Congress, and
in the implementation of those reau-
thorizations several previously unan-
ticipated problems occurred. The
amendments added by the Senate re-
solved those problems. These amend-
ments have been developed by Mem-
bers of the Senate and the appropriate
House Members on both sides of the
aisle, and I can assure my House col-
leagues that these amendments are
necessary and that they are accepta-
ble.

I urge my colleagues to pass H.R.
678 with the Senate amendments.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I
have discussed with the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee and the
distinguished ranking minority
member the situation of a school dis-
trict in my congresssional district
which because of a bureaucratic inter-
pretation has been denied receiving
impact aid which it has been receiving
since the early 1960’s, some 29 years
ago. I had been hoping to rectify this
injustice in this bill, but I do not want
to open the bill or delay the proceed-
ings.

The distinguished chairman and the
ranking minority member have as-
sured me that they would be willing to
work with me to try to rectify this in-
justice in this legislation. I just wanted
to confirm that understanding.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. I yield
to the gentleman from Montana.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to take just a minute to commend the
gentleman from Pennsylvania for
bringing this matter to our attention,
an area in his district that is indeed
troubled by what has every appear-
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ance of being a bureaucratic snafu,
and no more than that.

The gentleman is being very gener-
ous and patient in trying to work out
this matter with the executive branch.
Both the minority and I appreciate
the willingness of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania not to delay the legisla-
tion before us to take care of his prob-
lem, but rather to try to do it in an-
other, although expeditious manner. 1
want to assure the gentleman that we
are going to attempt to do everything
we can to see that his problem is re-
solved.
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Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
bringing to our attention his concerns
in his school districts, and I think I
certainly support the chairman’s at-
tempt here to accommodate the gen-
tleman. We appreciate his understand-
ing and letting us pass this bill. We
look forward to working with him to
resolve this issue in his distriet.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. I am
happy to yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank the distinguished chair-
man and the distinguished minority
member,

Mr. pE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, | rise to extend
my appreciation to all those who assisted in
passage of the adult education amendment
that is being acted on today as part of H.R.
678.

This amendment is vitally important to the
people of my district in the U.S. Virgin Islands,
as well as the people of the other insular
areas, who rely heavily on adult education
programs to improve themselves and advance
in life. Without this legislative correction we
are enacting today, these people would have
been hurt by an inadvertent cut in adult edu-
cation funding.

Thanks to the timely passage of this
amendment, the government of the Virgin Is-
lands and other insular areas will retain the
same basic level of adult education funding
that they have received in past years, so they
can continue to provide these important serv-
ices to people who are striving to learn and
improve themselves.

| want to extend special thanks to the gen-
tleman from California, the chairman of the
Education and Labor Committee, and the
ranking minority member, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, who responded to my request
for help to restore this funding. As always, the
chairman took pains to be sure that the
people of the insular areas have equitable
access to educational programs. | also want
to thank the subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from Montana, and the ranking minori-
ty member, the gentleman from Missouri, for
their effort in handling this bill on the floor.

In the other body, | want to thank the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts and the gentle-
man from Utah, of the full Labor and Human
Services Committee, and the gentleman from
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Rhode Island and the gentlewoman from
Kansas, of the Subcommittee on Education,
Arts and Humanities, for their valuable coop-
eration in moving this amendment through
their proceedings.

Mr. Speaker, | want briefly to reiterate how
important this program is to the Virgin Islands,
where more than 2,600 students are enrolled
in adult education classes. The Virgin Islands
commissioner of education, Dr. Linda Creque,
and adult education director, Mrs. Anna Lewis,
have done an excellent job of expanding this
program and offering new adult education op-
portunities to an ever wider audience in our
community.

These classes offer a second chance for
adults who did not or could not get their high
school degrees at a younger age. But now,
with greater maturity, they are determined to
learn and get their degree and get a better job
to provide for themselves and their families.
These students are some of the most deter-
mined and enthused people you can find in
any classroom around this country. It gives
me great pleasure to know that, thanks to this
amendment we are passing today, they will be
able to continue to study and advance in life.

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of
objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Bruce). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Mon-
tana?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the initial request
of the gentleman from Montana.

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
Senate amendment just concurred in.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Montana?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
TO HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT,
FRIDAY, APRIL 28, 1989, TO
FILE REPORT ON H.R. 7, AP-
PLIED TECHNOLOGY EDUCA-
TION AMENDMENTS OF 1989

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor have until
midnight, Friday, April 28, 1989, to file
a report on the bill, HR. 7, the Ap-
plied Technology Education Amend-
ments of 1989.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Montana?

There was no objection.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1486, MARITIME AD-
MINISTRATION AUTHORIZA-
TION, FISCAL YEAR 1990

Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Commit-
tee on Rules, submitted a privileged
report (Rept. No. 101-40) on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 138) providing for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1486) to
authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 1990 for the Maritime Adminis-
tration, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the House Calendar
and ordered to be printed.

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONSIDER-
ATION OF HR. 2072, DIRE
EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS AND TRANS-
FERS, URGENT SUPPLEMEN-
TALS, AND CORRECTING EN-
ROLLMENT ERRORS ACT OF
1989
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Committee on Rules, I

call up House Resolution 135 and ask

for its immediate consideration.
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REes. 135

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, de-
clare the House resolved into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of bill (H.R.
2072) making dire emergency supplemental
appropriations and transfers, urgent supple-
mentals, and correcting enrollment errors
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1989, and for other purposes, and the first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
All points of order against consideration of
the bill for failure to comply with the provi-
sions of sections 302(f) and 311¢a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (Public
Law 93-344, as amended by Public Law 99-
177) are hereby waived. After general
debate, which shall be confined to the bill
and which shall not exceed one hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations, the bill shall
be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. During the consideration
of the bill, all points of order against the
bill for failure to comply with the provisions
of clause 2 and 6 of rule XXI are hereby
waived, except against the provisions begin-
ning on page 20, line 19 through page 21,
line 6; beginning on page 31, lines 5 through
12; and beginning on page 34, lines 19
through 25. It shall be in order to consider
the amendments printed in the report of
the Committee on Rules accompanying this
resolution, said amendments shall be consid-
ered in the order specified in the report,
may be offered only by the Member speci-
fied or his designee, shall be considered as
having been read, shall be debatable for not
to exceed one hour each, equally divided
and controlled by the offeror and a Member
opposed thereto, and shall not be subject to
amendment or to a demand for a division of
the guestion in the House or in the Commit-
tee of the Whole. All points of order against
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said amendments are hereby waived, except
for points of order under clause 2 of rule
XXI against provisions identical to those
provisions in the bill against which points of
order were not waived by this resolution.
Any such point of order may lie only against
those specified portions of an amendment,
and not against an entire amendment. If
both of said amendments are adopted, only
the latter amendment which is adopted
shall be considered to have been finally
adopted and reported back to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MoakLEY] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN],
pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 135
is the rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 2072, the emergency sup-
plemental appropriations bill for fiscal
year 1989.

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Mr. Speaker, the rule waives points
of order under two specified sections
of the Congressional Budget Act
against consideration of the bill, sec-
tion 302(f) and section 311(a).

Section 302(f) of the Congressional
Budget Act prohibits consideration of
measures that would exceed the sub-
committee allocations of new discre-
tionary budget authority made pursu-
ant to section 302(b) of the Budget
Act. Since the bill provides new budget
authority in excess of the Appropria-
tions Committees 302(b) allocations
the bill would violate section 302(f) of
the Budget Act.

Mr. Speaker, the second budget act
waiver against consideration of the bill
is section 311(a). Section 311(a) of the
Budget Act prohibits consideration of
any measure which would cause the
budget authority or outlay ceilings es-
tablished by the concurrent resolution
on the budget for such fiscal year to
be breached. Since the budget author-
ity and outlays set forth in House
Concurrent Resolution 268, the con-
current resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 1989, have already been ex-
ceeded, the bill would violate section
311(a) by causing the spending ceilings
to be further exceeded.

Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee
was reluctant to waive the Budget Act
on this bill. However, the rule makes
in order two amendments that will
reduce spending to the levels that the
President requested in the budget
summit. In order for the House to be
able to vote on these amendments the
Rules Committee granted the Budget
Act waivers to allow for the consider-
ation of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, the rule also waives
clause 2 and 6 of rule 21, against the
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bill, except for certain provisions.
Clause 2, of rule 21, prohibits the in-
clusion of legislation and unauthorized
appropriations in any appropriation
bill.

There are three provisions that are
subject to points of order. The first
two provisions deal with adjusting pay
rates for certain health care occupa-
tions within the Defense and Veterans
Departments, and a provision that di-
rects the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion to initiate rule making procedures
to require airlines to use a particular
type of explosive detection equipment.

These sections Mr. Speaker, were
left unprotected at the request of the
committees that have legislative juris-
diction on these matters.

Clause 6 of rule 21 prohibits reap-
propriations in a general appropria-
tions bill, because the bill contains
transfers of previously appropriated
funds the waiver is necessary.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule makes
in order two amendments that are
printed in the report accompanying
this resolution. The amendments are
to be offered by the member named or
his designee, and only in the order
specified in the report.

They are, first, an amendment of-
fered by Representative CoNTE of Mas-
sachusetts, debatable for 1 hour, and,
second, an amendment offered by
Representative FoLey of Washington,
also debatable for 1 hour.

The Conte amendment contains a
0.67-percent cut of only nondefense
items, eliminates homeless funding,
and reduces drug interdiction money
to $370 million.

The Foley amendment will cut all
discretionary spending that is not in
this supplemental bill by a total of
0.57 percent across the board.

The amendments are not subject to
amendment or to a demand for a divi-
sion of the question in the House or in
the Committee of the Whole. The rule
waives all points of order against the
Foley amendment and all points of
order against the Conte amendment,
except against specified sections of the
Conte amendment.

Mr. Speaker, if both amendments
are adopted, only the last amendment
adopted in the committee will be con-
sidered as having been finally adopted
and reported back to the House.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2072 makes avail-
able additional funding for the re-
mainder of the 1989 fiscal year to Gov-
ernment programs and agencies that
are in danger of running out of money.
The programs that would be directly
funded from this bill vary from fight-
ing the drug epidemic, providing
decent assistance to the Nation's
homeless, continuing medical care for
our Nation's veterans, to the funding
for the Guaranteed Student Loan Pro-
gram.

The leadership on both sides of the
aisle as well as the leadership of the
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House Budget and Appropriations
Committee are to be commended for
their bipartisanship cooperation that
allows for this much needed bill to be
brought before the House.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MoaxrLeEy] has
ably described the provisions of the
rule, but I would like to point out to
the Members that when the Commit-
tee on Rules heard this measure yes-
terday, I offered a motion to send the
bill back to the Committee on Appro-
priations, for further consideration in
order to iron out the controversies in
the bill.
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I was voted down.

Mr. Speaker, this measure does have
a considerable problem as it was final-
ly reported by the Appropriations
Committee. A lot of extra spending
was loaded on which was not necessary
to respond to real emergencies.

In some instances money which was
budgeted for fiscal year 1990 was in-
cluded in this bill so as to give more
leeway for extra spending in 1990. It is
this extra spending which makes this
bill controversial, Mr. Speaker.

In the Rules Committee I offered a
motion, as I said, to send the bill back
to the Appropriations Committee, but
that was turned down. Instead we
have ended up with a rule which pro-
vides for the consideration of two
major substitutes. The first is a pro-
posal by the ranking Republican
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. ContEl. The Conte
amendment takes the responsible ap-
proach of cutting out unnecessary
spending while preserving spending
for programs where the need is real,
such as veterans health care.

The other amendment is to be of-
fered by the majority leader, the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. FoLEY].
The problem with the Foley amend-
ment, Mr. Speaker, is that it will make
cuts in defense programs which will
then be used to fund domestic pro-
grams, most of which are not in need
of “dire emergency” supplemental ap-
propriations.

Mr. Speaker, the best solution at
this point is to defeat this rule so that
the Appropriations Committee can go
back and take out the unnecessary
extra spending which has been tacked
onto the bill. We could then move
quickly on a bill to provide funding for
those areas where there is a real emer-
gency, like veterans health care.

The administration has sent up their
views on the Foley amendment, and
they oppose it. If the Conte substitute
passes, they will support it. Neither of
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the substitutes changes what has been
proposed for the Veterans' Adminis-
tration.

I have a VA hospital in my district,
and I know some of the beds badly
need to be occupied by veterans, but
the Veterans' Administration does not
have the funds with which to operate
all the functions of the hospital. That
is true throughout the country. The
veterans of this country have served
their country well and honorably and
they deserve the funds in this emer-
gency appropriation bill. Both substi-
tutes provide those funds.

But irrespective of the emergency
for the Veterans’ Administration,
which must be corrected without any
further delay, there are other prob-
lems affecting this Nation of ours. The
bill violates the agreement on the
budget reached in a bipartisan fash-
ion. I think when we have negotiated
and both sides of the aisle have
agreed, along with the administration,
on this proposal, then that agreement
should be lived up to and not violated.
That is the situation we are in today.

As I recommended in the Rules
Committee, the bill should have gone
back to the Appropriations Commit-
tee. I have faith in the chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, and 1
know that he would have come out
with another measure conforming to
the bipartisan agreement reached on
both sides of the aisle.

So today I would recommend highly
that we defeat this rule so it can go
back to the committee, and I urge my
colleagues to do so.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [(Mr. MicHEL],
our minority leader.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to this rule, and
urge its rejection.

This is obviously not the first time
the Rules Committee has granted a
waiver to an appropriations bill that
exceeds the budget resolution param-
eters. In fact, the committee has been
making a practice of granting such
waivers in recent years, which explains
in part why the deficit is still where it
15.
What is particularly onerous about
this one, however, is that it applies to
the first appropriations bill out of the
box this year, and it specifically con-
tradicts what was agreed to in the
budget summit 2 years ago. In that
summit, we agreed that there should
be no supplementals except those pro-
viding for dire emergencies.

It is blatantly false for the Appro-
priations Committee to claim that the
entire $4.9 billion in this supplemental
represents ‘‘dire emergency’’ money.
And it further stretches the truth for
the Rules Committee to in essence buy
that claim by granting this waiver.

Of course, the committee tells us
that the waiver is justified because
floor amendments will be offered off-
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setting a portion of the spending in-
creases in the bill. This misses the
point. First of all, we have no assur-
ances any of those offset amendments
will pass.

Second, this lets the Appropriations
Committee off the hook. If the budget
process is to mean anything, we must
demand that the committees of this
House adhere to the letter of the law.
The 1987 budget summit agreement,
as written into law, demands no tam-
pering with those figures we agreed
upon.

That was what those closed door ar-
guments were all about.

Admittedly our big hangup at the
time was over the defense figure. We
argued for several days over one-half
billion dollars.

Now in addition to the tremendous
cuts that Secretary Cheney has to con-
tend with in this next year’s Defense
budget, the Democratic majority want
him to take another $1.7 billion hit by
way of the across-the-board cuts as
off-sets to their insatiable appetite to
up the ante in this first appropriation
bill to come before the House in this
Congress.

If the Appropriations Committee
cannot follow the law, we should deny
floor consideration of their product
until they do.

The floor amendment proposed by
the majority is a violation of the
budget summit agreement. That agree-
ment was very specific in the division
of spending between defense and do-
mestic discretionary. This was pains-
takingly arrived at and was at the core
of the agreement.

The majority amendment represents
an out and out violation of that agree-
ment by taking most of its offsets out
of defense to fund higher domestic ex-
penditures. So much for budget
summit agreements. If that same
standard is going to apply to the fiscal
year 1990 budget agreement just
reached a couple of weeks ago, then
we probably have an agreement that
isn't worth the paper it's written on.

I hope that's not going to be the
case, and I hope the majority plans to
stick to their commitments. But when
we see, through this amendment, how
they play fast and loose with the com-
mitment of 2 years ago, I cannot feel
very confident. And that in itself is
very disappointing.

Mr. Speaker, the only effective way
to deal with this bill is to send it back
to the Appropriations Committee by
defeating this rule and ask the com-
mittee to send back a bill with only
the urgent items, such as the veterans
health and disability benefits and the
money for the deficiency in the fire
fighters account spent during last
year's devastating fires out West.

I urge defeat of the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I include with my re-
marks a letter from Secretary Cheney
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outlining some of the problems with
this supplemental appropriation bill.
The letter referred to follows:

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, April 26, 1989.
Hon. Bor MICHEL,
Republican Leader of the House, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

Dear Bos: It has come to my attention
that the Democratic leadership proposes to
fund the supplemental for Fiscal Year 1989
by imposing a reduction of $1.7 billion on
the defense budget for the current fiscal
year. If such a measure passes, I will recom-
mend to the President that he veto the Sup-
plemental Appropriations Bill.

Attached is a memo explaining in some
detail the impact of the proposed reduction.
.57% sounds like a small number until you
realize that we are in the final four months
of the fiscal year and that it can only come
out of certain accounts. The reduction
would fall most severely on personnel O and
M accounts, and research and development,
where there is very little flexibility this late
in the fiscal year.

In putting together the President's DoD
budget proposal for FY 1990, I have been
very careful to avoid cuts which would
interfere with our ability to recruit and
retain first-class people for the nation's
armed forces. This proposal would do enor-
mous damage before we even get to FY 90.

The cuts would force me to freeze perma-
nent change of station moves disrupting
plans of military families. I would have to
stop payment of reenlistment bonuses
which would seriously reduce our ability to
obtain trained and skilled people, and I
would have to provide for the early release
of some 28,000 people scheduled to leave the
service between now and the end of the
fiscal year. This would have very serious
consequencs for the manning of our forces.

I am also deeply disturbed as a former
Member of the House of Representatives at
the prospect that commitments made by the
Congress in the fall of 1987 concerning
funding measures for defense in FY 89 will
not be kept. If we are to have a period of
greater consultation and cooperation be-
tween the President and the Congress on
matters of national security policy in the
years ahead, I believe it is essential that
Congress live up to its commitments.

1 hope that this unwise proposal will be
defeated. If it is not, I will urge the Presi-
dent in the strongest possible terms to veto
the measure when it reaches his desk.

Best regards,
Dick CHENEY.

AMENDMENT PROVIDING ACROSS-THE-BOARD

Cuts IMPACT ON DEFENSE

The proposed amendment to reduce FY
1989 accounts by .57 percent would have the
following impact on DoD:

Reduce Defense funding by $1.7 billion,
iii'lcluding the following Budget Title reduc-
tions:

[In millions of

dollars]
Military personnel......ccoumiemmereoens —~448
Operation and maintenance.....cccceevees —490
Procurement —452
Research and development.........cccoeeeen -214
Military construction/family hous-
ing —50
Total —1,654

The Defense budget base already weak-
ened by 4 years of negative real growth
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would be further damaged by the impact of
another $1.7 billion of reduction in FY 1989.

Negative real growth in FY 1989 would in-
crease from —1.3% to —1.8%.

Reductions would fail severely on Military
Personnel, Operation and Maintenance and
Research & Development appropriations
where there is little flexibility to absorb re-
ductions late in the fiscal year.

Reserve/Guard programs would be hard
hit—almost 25% of school/special/mobiliza-
tion training would be eliminated. Direct
negative impact on readiness. Foregone
training is that which would be used to de-
velop skills for integration of reserve forces
with the active force. Degrades the ability
of reserves to fulfill missions.

Freeze PCS moves., Disrupts the proper
staffing of critical positions as well as
family plans such as movement to new
schools and selection of new homes. Serious
morale problem, Direct impact on retention.

Stop payment of reenlistment bonuses.
Service lose significant number of key per-
sonnel. Will take years to replace loss of
core technical/leader personnel in critical
skills.

Early release all people scheduled to leave
the Service through the end of the fiscal
vear (about 28,000 personnel). Causes seri-
ous undermanning of force and immediate
adverse impact on readiness.

Would cause a reduction in Army ground
operating tempos and ship steaming and
flying hours needed to maintain training
proficiency.

Reductions in real property maintenance
and depot maintenance would have to be
made in order to avoid personnel reductions.

Five to ten Military Construction projects
would be eliminated and planned mainte-
nance of family housing units would have to
be curtailed. Morale would be adversely af-
fected and operating costs would not be re-
duced.

Since two thirds of the year is gone, the
reduction in RDT&E would have to be
taken in technology and research programs
at the laboratories and universities and by
curtailing planned testing of weapons sys-
tems.

Scientists and engineers would be laid off
until FY 1990 funds are available. With the
highly comp=ztitive environment that exists
in the technology field, it is likely that
many people would not return. Programs
could suffer long term negative impact.

Training equipment, support equipment,
spare parts and logistic for major weapons
systems would be cut back seriously impact-
ing readiness.

Disrupt ongoing contract negotiations as
procurement requests are withdrawn to ac-
commodate lower dollar levels.

Communications equipment, munitions
and special support equipment would be de-
leted. Adverse impact on readiness and sus-
tainability.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the chairman of the

Committee on Appropriations, the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WHITTEN].

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

My friends, you know our friend
from Illinois, the minority leader, has
a very convenient memory. Just 2
weeks ago we passed an appropriations
bill providing $66 million for the Con-
tras and he spoke for it. So that was
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the first appropriation bill of the ses-
sion.

It is when we look after our own
country that we hear so much opposi-
tion. That bill passed without any
problem, $66 million to the Contras.
That was the first appropriation bill
this Congress.

He talked about what would be cut
by the Foley amendment. Let us see
what would be left for military spend-
ing. We would have $297 billion left
for military spending if the Foley
amendment is adopted. I do not know
whether it will be or not.

Not only that but the estimates of
DOD are that there will be unobligat-
ed balances of $41.2 billion at the end
of this fiscal year, and unexpended
balances would be $259 billion,

I have not supported similar provi-
sion as of now. But we have got to get
this bill to the Senate. This is not a
law, it is a bill. We have got to get to
the Senate. We have to pass this bill
in order to get to conference. Unless
we pass this bill, none of the funds
provided in this bill will become avail-
able,

Let me say this: I am proud of our
Committee on Appropriations. We
have held appropriation bills below
the budget. Since 1945 we have cut
$187 billion below the recommenda-
tions of the Presidents. Under Presi-
dent Reagan we have cut $16.1 billion
below the budget. It is not your Com-
mittee on Appropriations that has
brought about this situation.

Let me tell you about the bill that
we have here.

I know most of us like things in this
bill that we think are important.

We do have in this bill—listen to this
now—we have in this bill the urgent
supplemental, and everybody is talk-
ing about the great amount of money
in here for drugs. Let me tell you what
this is. It is available until expended
which means it will be spent by agree-
ment betweens the executive branch
and the congressional branch. What
more can you do to give us some con-
trol and some say about it?

We have some other things that are
vital to the American people. What did
we do? We cut back other expendi-
tures solely so that we could include
this. Then we have one thing, may I
say, that is vital to us too.

Now I have been to conferences with
the Senate, and they average aboul
300 amendments for supplementals.
The provision in here which makes
funds available subject only to raising
the money in advance in addition to
what we have, it never becomes avail-
able for obligation or expenditure. But
I will tell you you will be begging us in
our conference with the Senate to pro-
tect your interests. We put it in here
to get it to conference.

May I repeat again: My friend from
Tennessee says that we do not want a
delay. If you vote this rule down you
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have got delay. You have brought it
on yourself. Everybody here has three
or four things that they put higher
priority than others do. But when you
have 435 Members and put them to-
gether we have done a great job, if I
may say so.

Let me repeat again to all of you:
Our Committee on Appropriations
since 1945 has held the appropriation
bills $187 billion below the Presidents’
recommendations. Under the Reagan
administration we held it $16 billion
under.

It is going around our committee
with entitlements and other back-door
spending that has created the deficit
problem.

I will tell you something else: The
rules provide that when you make a
mistake you can waive the require-
ment in order to correct that mistake,
and that is what we have here. I have
heard enough about the summit busi-
ness. I was on the committee. I know
what was agreed to down at the White
House. Since then, all anyone has is
ideas and interpretations because it is
not in writing. But whatever it was the
rules permit you to say that when you
make a mistake or situations do
change, you can correct the mistake or
accommodate the situation. Again if
you do not adopt this rule you have
held up all these appropriations.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLoMonN], a member of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong opposition to this rule and to
this bill. Indeed, I would be opposed to
granting this bill any rule at all in its
present form. H.R. 2072 should be sent
back to the Appropriations Commit-
tee, where it should stay until the
members of that committee can agree
among themselves to come up with a
reputable bill which can command bi-
partisan support.

By granting this bill a rule, we are
continuing to say to the financial mar-
kets and to everyone else in our coun-
try that this Congress couldn't make a
tough decision to save its life. Here we
are, right back to business as usual.

If the rule goes through, and we con-
sider this bill in its present form, the
House will find itself looking at what
is essentially a political document.
This bill represents a massive, politi-
cally motivated add-on to what started
out as a very rudimentary and respon-
sible supplemental request from the
administration. Once again, it's Christ-
mas in April! And the Appropriations
Committee has produced a Christmas
tree bill.

You know, Mr. Speaker, if it were
not 65 or 70 degrees outside right now
I would suggest the Members of the
House join in singing a lusty rendition
of “Deck the Halls.” And may I say
that decking the halls would be a more
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constructive enterprise than wrecking
the latest budget summit agreement—
which is exactly what passage of H.R.
2072 will accomplish.

Before the bill ever saw the light of
day, spending in fiscal year 1989 was
already exceeding the ceilings on both
budget authority and outlays by
nearly $1 billion. And this bill adds at
least another $2.7 billion in spending
authority to this already-deteriorating
budget scenario. Every agreement—or
law—to which Congress has committed
itself has been violated. The 1987
budget summit agreement, the fiscal
year 1989 budget resolution, and
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

H.R. 2072 has the additional feature
of front-loading a lot of 1990 money
into 1989—which makes it all the
easier to load up on additional 1990
spending a year from now, or when-
ever the next “dire emergency"” hits. If
the bipartisan budget summit agree-
ment reached last week isn’t killed off
by this bill altogether, clearly that
agreement will be rendered comatose.

But what else can we expect when a
senior member of the Appropriations
Committee comes before the Rules
Committee and candidly admits that
all the budget summit agreement
amounts to is a couple of Members
running down to the White House to
have their pictures taken? If that view
is reflective of the one held by his
fellow subcommittee chairmen on ap-
propriations, it is no wonder the com-
mittee is out of control.

H.R. 2072 in its present form is so ir-
responsible that a poll of members of
the Budget Committee revealed an
overwhelming majority of them to be
opposed to granting any waivers of the
Budget Act. The rule would allow for
those waivers—that's reason enough
right there to defeat this rule. But, of
course, the fall-back position is that
the amendments to be offered by Mr.
ConTE and Mr. FoLEy contain offset-
ting, across-the-board budget reduc-
tions. So, who is worried about waiv-
ers?

Mr. Speaker, I would just continue
by making two last points. First, April
15 has come and gone for another
year. Congress has missed its deadline
again for passing a budget resolution.
We were so busy decorating a Christ-
mas tree we violated the law. Maybe
we can pass a budget resolution before
Arbor Day. Then again, maybe not.

Second, I would underscore the po-
litical nature of H.R. 2072 by focusing
for a moment on the benefit package
it has for veterans. Everybody knows a
supplemental request from the admin-
istration for our veterans will be
coming very shortly. But, in order to
make this bill more palatable, veter-
ans’' benefits were placed in it—held
hostage, in other words—in the hope
that such popular and necessary pro-
grams would attract the votes requires
to pass the rest of this package.
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But I say enough is enough! Let's
quit playing with the lives and liveli-
hoods of people and start doing the
right thing. If H.R. 2072 passes, we
may as well unfurl a flag from the top
of the dome which says Congress is
back in session; the buck passes here;
it’s business as usual; and if you're
looking for solutions to the problems
of our country, keep right on looking—
because the Congress has no answers.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. PANETTA].

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the rule. I do so because
it gives the House an opportunity to
provide additional funding for critical
programs while paying for discretion-
ary spending that exceeds the limits
set in the budget resolution. The pay-
as-you-go approach embodied in this
rule is one that protects the integrity
of the budget process and demon-
strates the ability of this body to exer-
cise budget discipline.

The supplemental bill, as reported
from the Appropriations Committee,
violates the Budget Act by providing
discretionary spending in fiscal year
1989 in excess of the spending ceilings
set forth in the budget resolution. Spe-
cifically, the bill violates section
302(f)(1) of the Budget Act by provid-
ing spending in excess of the commit-
tee's appropriate subcommittee sec-
tion 302(b) allocations. Also, since the
overall budget authority and outlay
ceilings for fiscal year 1989 have al-
ready been exceeded and since the Ap-
propriations Committee has exceeded
its 302(a) allocation of total discretion-
ary spending, the reported bill violates
section 311(a) by causing the ceilings
to be further exceeded. The current
level of budget authority is over the
ceiling by $934 million and the current
level of outlays exceeds the ceiling by
$391 million.

Additionally, CBO estimates that
$462 million in outlays will spill over
into fiscal year 1990 as a result of this
supplemental.

Title I of the bill provides mandato-
ry supplementals of $2.288 billion in
budget authority for fiscal year 1989,
The additional funding for mandatory
programs does not raise any Budget
Act issues since full funding of manda-
tory programs was assumed in the
fiscal year 1989 budget resolution.

The bill provides total discretionary
spending of $2.718 billion in budget
authority for fiscal year 1989. CBO es-
timates that the bill results in $1.443
billion in outlays in fiscal year 1989.
Discretionary programs funded in
titles I and II of the bill include FAA,
refugee assistance, veterans medical
care, farm income stabilization, emer-
gency drug funding, homeless pro-
grams, peacekeeping activities, Japa-
nese-American reparation payments,
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NOAA operations, agricultural credit
insurance fund, and other programs.

1 recognize that many of the pro-
grams in the supplemental bill require
additional funding to prevent a disrup-
tion in services or benefits. I also rec-
ognize that most of this funding is in-
tended to meet critical needs in our so-
ciety.

However, the reported bill raises se-
rious questions about the willingness
or ability of the House to adhere to
budgets and to budget agreements
with the White House. The bill not
only provides for spending beyond the
levels set in the budget resolution but
also challenges the provision of the
1987 summit agreement between Con-
gress and the White House which spe-
cifically ruled out supplementals
except for dire emergencies.

As my colleagues know, the biparti-
san leadership of the House and
Senate have reached a new budget
agreement with the White House for
fiscal year 1990. Frankly, if we do not
adhere to the 1987 agreement, and if
we take action that actually causes ad-
ditional spending in fiscal year 1990, it
will cause considerable doubt about
the implementation of this agreement.

We have an uphill road to travel if
we are going to make serious reduc-
tions in the deficit and meet the
Gramm-Rudman deficit reduction tar-
gets. If we cannot stick to the budgets
we enact and to agreements reached in
good faith, it becomes that much more
difficult to reach those targets.

The amendment by the majority
leader made in order by the rule ad-
dresses these concerns. The amend-
ment would reduce by approximately
one-half of 1 percent all discretionary
accounts across the board, except
those in the supplemental. It is fair, it
is simple, and it provides a pay-as-you-
go approach that I believe makes
sense.

If we are going to spend new money,
we have to pay for it. The leadership
amendment does that. I hope my col-
leagues will support this rule, and I
hope they will support the majority
leader's amendment later today.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE].

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the rule to grant
a waiver of the Budget Act for consid-
eration of H.R. 2072.

Mr. Speaker, if a satirist wanted the
perfect lampoon about how the Con-
gress of the United States makes eco-
nomic policy, if a cartoonist was look-
ing for the biggest blubbering whale in
the ocean to harpoon, if they wanted a
model for a real turkey they would
need look no further than the specta-
cle which is about to unfold today.

We have, on many occasions, in the
recent past, made statements, signed
agreements, taken oaths, promised
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and pledged to our constituents, our
voters, that we would do our utmost to
bring the Federal deficit under con-
trol.

Well, on April 26, 1989, at a time
when we have breached every spend-
ing target we set, from the Budget
Summit Agreement of 1987, to the
budget resolution for fiscal year 1989,
to Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, we bring
our first major appropriations bill to
the House floor this year.

At a time when we are celebrating
the genius of our First Congress 200
years ago, when we are seeking to
emulate their courage and leadership,
when the future of our economy
hangs in the balance, what is our first
act of courage, our first signal of fiscal
responsibility that we send as a beacon
to the free world?

Here it is in this rule. We want to
waive any provision of law that keeps
us from spending more money and we
want a waiver of the Budget Act to do
it. A little more money? No! A lot more
money; $5 billion more money. More
than double the administration re-
quest. A 400-percent increase in discre-
tionary “controllable’” spending.

Mr. Speaker, within a week the
House budget resolution for fiscal year
1990 is expected on the floor, contain-
ing an agreement to reduce the deficit
by $70 billion. How in the world can
we take up that agreement with a
straight face knowing full well we
have just voted to waive our last
agreement? Who is going to believe us
on the new agreement, when our first
act of spending restraint in this Con-
gress is to find a way to breach yet
once again our last agreement?

In that last agreement, we vowed to
propose supplementals only in the
case of dire emergency, a promise that
is restated in the recent budget agree-
ment for 1990. And there are dire
emergencies in this bill—medical care
for our veterans for one.

But we don't stop with real emergen-
cies in this bill. In antidrug programs,
homelessness, and the internment
funds, the bill takes hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars that are proposed to be
spent in fiscal year 1990 and sticks
them in this bill. It is being used as a
gimmick to stuff 1990 money into 1989
so that there’s room to spend even
more in 1990.

Full funding for the homeless is
coming in a month in the regular
HUD bill. A billion increase for drugs
is part of the administration request
for 1990. But we just can't exercise
one month's worth of restraint in
shoveling this money out there.

So now, having created this mess,
we've got to try to bail ourselves out.
And that is what the comic opera
planned for today is all about. So
there will be the Conte plan and the
Foley plan, neither one of them per-
fect, trying to clean our shoes after
we've already stepped in it.
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And after the script plays out, where
will we be? Will we have a bill that the
President will sign? I'll put money
against it. Will the veterans be any
closer to getting their medical care?
Just you wait and see.

There is one way to avoid the mess.
Don't step in it. There is too much un-
necessary spending in here to offset,
and even if you offset, it will cause
pain and problems in the programs
tapped for the money. The underlying
bill is too large, too expensive, and too
out of touch with fiscal reality.

The right thing to do is to send this
bill back to committee. You shouldn't
have to clean up their mess. Speak for
fiscal responsibility. Speak for leader-
ship and courage. But above all speak
for yourself.

Don't let your first vote on fiscal
policy in the 101st Congress be a vote
to waive spending limits in the Budget
Act. Your past resolve, and your
future credibility to control spending
and to limit the deficit are at stake.

This is a reality check, folks. This is
not the fiscal policy of Brazil, we're
deciding here. Though it may seem
like it today, this is not a night at the
opera or even a day at the races. This
is one that will set the course for the
rest of this Congress. Don’'t take up
the bill until the committee gets it
right. Vote the rule down.
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Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the minority
leader.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman's yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to compli-
ment the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. ConTE]l on the effort he
made in the Appropriations Commit-
tee to pare this down to reasonable
proportions, to a point where certainly
it would have passed muster in the
White House.

Admittedly, the gentleman’s reputa-
tion over the years in this House has
been as a moderate voice, one who has
had compassion for those who need it,
and certainly rallying in time of need
for those who are in distress. I think
what the gentleman said to us today,
coming from that quarter, is some-
thing we ought to be listening to. He
has been on the committee now for
nearly 30 years and recognizes what is
a valid expenditure, what is really an
urgent expenditure and what is not.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly want to ap-
plaud the gentleman and compliment
him for the effort he made. Although
the amendment he offered in commit-
tee went down on a straight party line
vote, he was on the right side of the
issue, and I want to compliment him
for it.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my leader for those kind words.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. SmiTH], a member of the commit-
tee.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, if anyone here can
wade through what we have been
hearing this morning without stepping
in it, they are indeed agile. Let me
point out a few things.

All of these bills, the administra-
tion’s bill, the Conte bill, and the bill
we have before us, add to the deficit
for mandatory spending. That is true
of all of them. The gentleman does
not even mention that. Only the bill
with the Foley amendment completely
offsets the additional discretionary
spending in the bill. So what we have
been hearing is mostly a lot of petti-
fogging.

The real question here is: What are
the priorities of this country in a mid-
year revision? We have had midyear
revisions on appropriations bills in the
past, and that is what we have here
today.

Back when we had plenty of money
or when we thought we did, we would
come up to a midyear revision, and we
would call it a supplemental and we
would let the agencies keep what they
had, even if they had too much, and if
we needed to add some to some
agency, we just added it on. Now we
are in a tight budget situation, and we
are looking for ways to offset, to take
from those agencies in the middle of
the year that have a little more than
what they need and give it to other
agencies. There has got to be a mecha-
nism for doing that. That is what this
supplemental is all about. Everybody
is in agreement that that is what we
need to do.

The administration sent up a bill
that only took from those accounts
that were not poor to start with. We
need their help to find where the off-
sets are.

The administration said that they
would want $125 million for interna-
tional affairs, and they said, “Oh, yes,
we can find that in defense and we can
just transfer the money.” They did
that in a hurry because they wanted
it. What we want to do here is get this
bill out of the House and over to the
Senate. One way or another, by the
time we get it out of the House, hope-
fully there will be an agreement to
offset some of the items here so we
will have a bill that is more agreeable
to both the administration and the
Congress.

Let me mention the things that the
administration left out of its bill that
we think ought to be in.

First of all, the administration did
not request all of the funds that the
committee believes are necessary to
maintain the 194,000 FTE's currently
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in the 172 VA hospitals. So we added
$37 million for this purpose.

Second, the administration did not
request any additional funds for the
war on drugs. We just passed a drug
bill last fall. We stayed here 3 extra
weeks so we could pass a drug bill. Ev-
erybody came down on the floor and
said, “What a great bill that is.” Only
11 Members voted against it. The
President signed it and said it was a
great bill. He was all for it.

Now comes the time to fully fund
that bill. If the administration does
not want to fund it, and they do not
think that is a high priority and there
is no place in the trillion-dollar gov-
ernment where we can find that kind
of money, then we can vote for the
Conte amendment or we can vote to
strike the drug part of the bill. That is
our privilege.

On the other hand, there is the bill
which authorizes compensation for
those Japanese-Americans who were
placed in relocation camps during
World War II merely because of their
race. It was passed here overwhelming-
ly. President Bush went out to Califor-
nia and said, “I am all for it, 100 per-
cent''—not 90 percent, not 80 percent,
not 50 percent, but 100 percent. The
committee put $250 million in the bill
for that program, although the Justice
Department asked OMB for $500 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1989 to get started
on this program. So we have half as
much as the Justice Department
thought was necessary this year.

Then there is the homeless bill. Ev-
erybody votes for it, everybody talks
about it back home, but when it comes
time to fund it, they do not want to
fund it.

So that is what we are talking about.
We are in a midyear revision, and the
way we want to revise the budget is
the way it is in our bill. We will find
offsets by the time it gets out of con-
ference if the administration will help
us, and the one way to get them to
help us in good faith is to include de-
fense along with other things where
we are going to have a 0.57-percent
cut. It was said up here that this vio-
lates some agreement we had back in
1987. To start with, there was not any
agreement, but even if there was, does
anybody believe we can tell within 0.57
percent what the Defense Department
is going to need 2 years later? Of
course not,

The reason the amount of the cut
for defense is so big is because the
total amount for defense is so big. It is
$300 billion. That is all we are talking
about, a revision of 0.57 percent, so we
can cover some of the higher priorities
in the Congress that I think are neces-
sary instead of leaving them unfunded
for the rest of the year.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. FRENZEL].
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Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, the bill
as presented to us from the Appropria-
tions Committee is the moral equiva-
lent of banana republic fiscal policy.
The bill violates not only the agree-
ment of 1987 but it violates our own
budget resolution of last year, and
clearly it represents a profligacy of
the worst order. Not only are we
spending on nonemergency items, we
are actually spending 1990 items,
which to the casual observer would
seem to be in the bill only to relieve
the Appropriations Committee from
distress and have nothing to do with
an emergency situation.

Be that as it may, the rule should be
defeated, it is a bad appropriations
bill. Fixing it up with amendments of
any kind is probably not the way we
should go. Looking at the amend-
ments, the Conte amendment, as a
compromise, does not cover all the off-
sets and, therefore, violates at least
the fiscal aspects of the summit agree-
ment and the resolution. The Foley
amendment, which is sounder fiscally,
also violates the 1987 summit agree-
ment and the budget resolution be-
cause the defense numbers, particular-
ly VA, were supposed to be ceilings as
floors, as well as floors, and so were
the international amounts.

The ideal situation is to go back to
the President’s submission to the Ap-
propriations Committee which offset
everything and fulfills all of the obli-
gations of the summit agreement and
the provisions of the budget resolution
of the last fiscal year.
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For that reason, Mr. Speaker, 1 be-
lieve that the motion to recommit
should go back to the President’s sub-
mission, and that is the right thing, no
extraneous spending, no nonemer-
gency spending, no 1990 spending, no
violating the military aspects or the
fiscal aspects of the agreement.

Vote against the rule and for the
motion to recommit.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBgY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, my favorite
philosopher is Archie the Cockroach,
and Archie observed once, “Did you
ever notice when a politician gets an
idea he gets it all wrong?"

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that
Archie had to have in mind the last
three Republican speakers when he
made that observation, and let me tell
you why.

First of all, we hear this baloney
peddled on that side of the aisle that
somehow the Foley amendment vio-
lates the summit. Absolute nonsense.
If my colleagues will take a look at the
numbers, they will see that we prom-
ised, when that summit was adopted 2
years ago, that the outlay number for
defense for 1990 was going to be $294
billion. The President’s budget for the
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coming year told Congress that the ad-
ministration was now going to be
spending on the outlay side for de-
fense in this fiscal year not $294 bil-
lion, but $298.3 billion.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, if anybody
is in violation of the summit, it is the
administration on that defense
number.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I will not
yield until I am finished.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. OBeEY].

Mr. OBEY. You're welcome.

Mr. Speaker, the second point that I
would like to make is that with the
Foley amendment, which reduces that
excess spending on the outlay side by
$1.2 billion for defense, we are still, we
are still $3 billion above the amount
on the outlay side that the administra-
tion promised we would be spending
for defense in this fiscal year.

So, let us not have any holy picture
stances over there about who is violat-
ing the summit on the defense side be-
cause clearly they are.

The second thing I would suggest,
Mr. Speaker—

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I will not
yield until I am finished. I will not
yvield. I will ask the Chair to keep
order on that point.

Mr. Speaker, the second point I
would make is that, if we are going to
talk about fealty to the spirit of
Gramm-Rudman, we ought to be em-
barrassed to support that savings and
loan turkey which the administration
is recommending to the Congress.
That is going to cost the taxpayers
$4.5 billion more than it should cost in
order to maintain a bookkeeping fic-
tion. A $4.5 billion price tag is too high
a price to pay for the fact that politi-
cians do not have guts enough to
admit the costs of their own actions.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask for
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Bruce). The gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBeY] refuses to yield. The
gentleman has the floor. The gentle-
man is recognized.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, it is outra-
geous that we would stick the taxpay-
er with a $4.5 billion add-on in costs
for that bill because politicians do not
have the guts to admit the cost of
their own actions.

Third, Mr. Speaker, we are told on
the Republican side of the aisle that
we cannot afford to absorb a half a
percent cut on the Defense budget to
pay for these items. I did not see the
administration crying over the floor
when they were proposing twice that
cut on the domestic side because the
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administration wanted to finance its
goodies, but they wanted to finance
them only by cutting on the domestic
side. They wanted to exempt the Pen-
tagon. Baloney.

The fourth thing I would point out
is simply this, Mr. Speaker. It has
been suggested that this is the first
appropriation bill on the floor this
year. Nonsense. The first appropria-
tion bill on the floor this year was the
Contra appropriation, and the admin-
istration did not want to fully pay for
that out of defense in the first in-
stance. We finally insisted on it.

They wanted us to vote for money
for the Contras thousands of miles
away. But, Mr. Speaker, they do not
want us to meet our domestic responsi-
bilities to the homeless. They do not
want us to meet our responsibilities to
fully fund the war against drugs.

Mr. Speaker, tell me what is the
greater threat to an American family
today: an invasion from the Russians
or the threat they face from the drug
warfare on our streets? We know the
answer to that one. This bill is more
responsible fiscally than the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts because it provides a
spending offset for all discretionary
spending, not just some of it. It meets
its responsibility by asking all pro-
grams across the board to take the
same amount of reduction rather than
exempting the administration's pet,
the Pentagon, which will still spend $3
billion more than the summit said
they would spend on the outlay side.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. Hancock].

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to this rule which, in my
opinion, represents one of the more
pressing problems we in Congress face.
This rule waives the Budget Act,
waives House rules against unauthor-
ized appropriations, and waives vari-
ous other House rules. Now I realize
that such waivers are not unheard of,
but I do not think the Republic would
fall if we did not waive the Budget Act
for a bill which includes twice as much
money as the administration request-
ed and which has been termed a
budget-buster by members from both
sides of the aisle the on Budget Com-
mittee.

In fact, I would prefer that we never
waive the Budget Act, because I be-
lieve that the American public is fed
up with our disregard for the rules we
make for ourselves. I strongly believe
that we must draw a line of fiscal re-
straint at some point, and 1 think
sending this bill back to the Appro-
priations Committee so that a more
reasonable bill might be reported back
is a step in that direction. Therefore, 1
would urge my colleagues to vote
against this rule and to send this bill
back to committee.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. SMmITHI.

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
1 thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MoakLEY] for yielding
this time to me.

My colleagues, I think that it is very
important for us to understand why
we are here today, why this supple-
mental is on the floor in the first
place. One of the main reasons is this
is a midcourse correction, as the gen-
tleman from Iowa has so eloguently
stated. This is a course correction that
we do almost every year to determine
exactly what our spending priorities
and needs are at this point in time as
against the money that we have allo-
cated.

Second, and as importantly, we are
here because the President’s budget
failed to include money for some of
the most important programs that the
United States has in its budget proc-
ess. Those programs are veterans, vet-
erans’ money that was authorized by
the Congress of the United States and
voted on not only by the Democrats,
but by the Republicans, almost $1.2
billion worth not put in by the Presi-
dent. The war on drugs, that war that
all of us in this Chamber have been
talking about for years and funding
for years, that has been given lip serv-
ice only, or less, by succeeding admin-
istrations of Reagan and Bush, now
has been put out in the open, refused
funding, by the President of the
United States.

The homeless fight; what we are
talking about here is what the Presi-
dent himself on the campaign trail
during the debate stood up and said,
“I fully support the McKinney bill.”
We are putting the money in to fund
this bill fully. This is the fight, right
here on this floor, where the homeless
will get what they are entitled to,
what the President says he supported.

Finally, the Japanese-American rep-
arations, which this House voted sig-
nificantly to endorse and fund; it is a
tragedy that this President chose not
to fund that program.

This is what we are doing here, and
with the Foley approach we will be
doing it without adding any money
other than what was either authorized
or what ultimately does not cost a
single penny in additional deficit for
discretionary.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. FRENZEL].

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I asked
for this time so that I might respond
to the distinguished, but unyielding,
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBey]
whose attention I was not able to at-
tract during the debate.

The 1987 summit and last year’s
budget resolution provided for $299.5
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billion in BA. The Committee on Ap-
propriations appropriates budget au-
thority. They appropriated $298.8,
within 700 million; not bad for govern-
ment work I suggest. However, if my
colleagues take into effect the Foley
amendment, they will knock about
$1.8 billion out of that.

Now I did not say that it was bad
policy necessarily to make an offset
from military or directly from domes-
tic. What I said was the Congress is re-
pudiating the agreement that it swore
to uphold, and, if we are not going to
keep our word and if the Committee
on Appropriations is going to tell us
we should not keep our word, the
world may as well know about it right
Now.
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, as evi-
denced by the debate on this rule, it is
controversial. There is no question but
what the honorable gentleman from
Mississippi, the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, has tried
hard to work out a compromise, but
there has been no compromise.

The bill constitutes a violation of
the bipartisan agreement that was
reached both with the Members and
with the administration, and if the
Foley substitute should pass, the ad-
ministration is opposed to that.

I would recommend that we defeat
the rule. In the event that the rule is
passed, I suggest that we vote on the
motion to recommit and vote for that
motion. If the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
ConTE] is voted upon, I would recom-
mend support of that substitute.

Mr. Speaker, I urge defeat of the
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the majority leader, the
honorable gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. FoLEY].

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, the ques-
tion before the House is whether it
will approve this rule. I would ask the
Members to consider what a rule is. It
is a resolution providing for the terms
of debate. Now, it is true that there
are going to be issues of controversy
when we consider the supplemental
appropriations, but the rule fully pro-
vides for the House to resolve that
controversy.

There is an amendment in order of
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. ConTE]. There is an amendment
in order by me. There are opportuni-
ties for every Member of Congress to
exercise their full rights with respect
to any general appropriation bill,
which includes motions to strike. If
there are things in the supplemental
that Members feel are inappropriate,
move to strike them, and let the House
decide.
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If you prefer the Conte amendment
to the Foley amendment, so-called,
vote for the Conte amendment and try
to defeat the Foley amendment. That
is perfectly appropriate under the
rules; but to defeat the rule is an unto-
ward and destructive effort by those
who oppose the rule to prevent the
House from deciding this issue.

There are clearly, as everybody real-
izes, dire urgent supplemental require-
ments here in terms of taking care of
the problems of our veterans and vet-
erans’ hospitals. There is a dire emer-
gency. Everybody concedes that.

In terms of implementing the war on
drugs, there is a dire emergency, and
many others, including problems of
law enforcement and other key areas
in our economy and National Govern-
ment.

So I would urge Members to look at
this issue, and first of all a vote for the
rule is a vote to let the House decide
these issues, and on the question
whether this bill or my amendment
provides any sort of mechanism to
breach the 1987 summit agreement,
there are many in this House who par-
ticipated in that summit agreement. I
would certainly recognize the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE],
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WHITTEN], and others who were par-
ticipants. I was a participant. I had
the honor of being the chairman of
that effort. I can assure the Members
that in my opinion the amendment
does not breach any of those agree-
ments.

The 1987 reconciliation bill, Public
Law 100-203, set military spending at
$294 billion. The fiscal year 1990
budget shows 1989 military spending
at $298,255,000,000, an increase of
$4.255 billion.

Even if the Foley amendment is
adopted, the resulting appropriation
will be well within the summit agree-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for the
rule.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. VOLEMER. Mr. Speaker, there
is one other matter that I think is very
important that has not been alluded
too much in the debate that is includ-
ed in the supplemental. As chairman
of the Subcommittee on Forests,
Family Farms, and Energy of the
Committee on Agriculture, I am quite
serious about and I think we need very
much is the fact that there is almost
no money in the Forest Service at the
present time to fight forest fires, and
we are getting near the season for
fires.

Mr. FOLEY. I agree with the gentle-
man. There are urgent emergency
needs here. Let us let the House decide
this. Let us bring this bill before the
House. Support the rule.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, | oppose the rule.
As a member of the Appropriations Commit-
tee, | do so reluctantly, yet | must because it
authorizes us to take up a supplemental ap-
propriations bill that violates the November
1987 summit agreement.

| believe that such summit agreements be-
tween the executive and legislative branches
are very useful. They enable us to demon-
strate to the world's financial markets that we
do indeed have a plan to eliminate our budget
deficits. They enable us to perform our appro-
priations work in a timely fashion. But they will
work only so long as we honor them. Once it
becomes clear that the Democratic leadership
will enter into a summit agreement one day
and violate it on a subsequent day, the useful
device is destroyed. The appropriations pro-
posed by the Democratic leadership are for
worthy causes for which | am supportive, yet
collectively they violate the aforementioned
agreement.

If we wish to preserve the summit process,
we must vote “no” on the rule. | believe that
that is in the national interest.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 223, nays

198, not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 34]

YEAS—223
Ackerman DeFazio Guarini
Akaka Dellums Hall (TXD)
Alexander Derrick Harris
Anderson Dicks Hatcher
Andrews Dingell Hawkins
Anthony Dixon Hayes (IL)
Applegate Donnelly Hayes (LA)
Atkins Dorgan (ND) Hefner
AuCoin Downey Hertel
Barnard Durbin Hoagland
Beilenson Dwyer Hochbrueckner
Berman Dymally Hoyer
Bevill Dyson Hughes
Bilbray Early Jenkins
Boggs Eckart Johnson (SD)
Bonior Edwards (CA)  Johnston
Borski Engel Jones (GA)
Bosco Erdreich Jones (NC)
Boucher Espy Jontz
Boxer Evans Kanjorski
Brennan Fascell Kaptur
Brooks Fazio Kastenmeier
Browder Feighan Kennedy
Brown (CA) Flake Kennelly
Bruce Flippo Kildee
Bryant Florio Kleczka
Bustamante Foglietta Kolter
Campbell (CO) Foley Kostmayer
Cardin Ford (MI) LaFalce
Carper Ford (TN} Lancaster
Carr Frank Lantos
Chapman Frost Laughlin
Clarke Garcia Leath (TX)
Clement Gaydos Lehman (CA)
Coelho Gejdenson Lehman (FL)
Coleman (TX) Gephardt Leland
Conyers Gibbons Levin (MI}
Costello Glickman Levine (CA)
Coyne Gonzalez Lewis (GA)
Crockett Gordon Lipinski
de la Garza Gray Long
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Lowey (NY)
Luken, Thomas
Manton
Markey
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoll
McCloskey
MeDermott
McHugh
MecMillen (MD)
McNulty
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek
Murtha
Nagle
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Ortiz

Archer
Armey
Aspin
Baker
Ballenger
Bartlett
Barton
Bates
Bennett
Bentley
Bereuter
Bliley
Boehlert
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Buechner
Bunning
Burton
Byron
Callahan
Campbell (CA)
Chandler
Clinger
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Conte
Cooper
Coughlin
Cox

Cralg

Crane
Dannemeyer
Darden
Davis
DeLlay
DeWine
Dickinson
Dornan (CA)
Douglas
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
English
Fawell
Fields

Fish
Frenzel
Gallegly
Gallo
Gekas
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodling
Goss
Gradison
Grandy

Owens (NY)
Owens (UT)
Pallone
Panetta
Patterson
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pease

Pelosi
Perkins
Pickle
Poshard
Price

Rahall
Rangel

Roe

Rose
Rostenkowski
Rowland (GA)
Roybal

Russo

Sabo
Sangmeister
Savage
Sawyer
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schumer
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter (NY)
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)

NAYS—198

Grant
Green
Gunderson
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hefley
Henry
Herger

Hiler
Holloway
Hopkins
Horton
Houghton
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hunter
Hutto

Hyde

Inhofe
Ireland
Jacobs
James
Johnson (CT)
Kasich
Kolbe

Kyl
Lagomarsino
Leach (IA)
Lent

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Livingston
Lloyd
Lowery (CA)
Lukens, Donald
Machtley
Madigan
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
McCollum
MeCrery
McCurdy
MecDade
McEwen
MeGrath
MecMillan (NC)
Meyers
Michel
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Molinari
Moorhead
Morella
Morrison (WA}
Murphy
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Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Swift
Synar
Tanner
Tauzin
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Unsoeld
Valentine
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Waxman
Weiss
Wheat
Whitten
Williams
Wise
Wolpe
Wyden
Yates
Yatron

Myers
Nelson
Nielson
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Parris
Pashayan
Paxon
Penny
Petri
Pickett
Porter
Pursell
Quillen
Ravenel
Ray
Regula
Rhodes
Ridge
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Robinson
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roth
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Salki
Sarpalius
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Schneider
Schuette
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shaw
Shays
Shumway
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter (VA)
Smith (MS)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (VT)
Smith, Denny
(OR)
Smith, Robert
(NH)
Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snowe
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Solomon Tallon Watkins
Spence Tauke Weber
Spratt Thomas (CA) Weldon
Stangeland Upton Whittaker
Stearns Vander Jagt Wilson
Stenholm Vucanovich Wolf
Stump Walker Wylie
Sundquist Walsh Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—12
Annunzio Collins Pepper
Bateman Courter Richardson
Bilirakis Hall (OH) Towns
Clay McCandless Young (FL)
0O 1226

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Annunzio for, with Mr. McCandless
against.

Mrs. Collins for, with Mr. Courter against.

Mr. Pepper for, with Mr. Bilirakis against.

Messrs. DEeELAY, DARDEN, and
McCURDY changed their vote from
“yea” tvo "l'lay."

Mr. DWYER of New Jersey changed
his vote from “nay’ to “yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
ON BANKING, FINANCE AND
URBAN AFFAIRS TO SIT
TODAY AND TOMORROW
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on today and
tomorrow the Committee on Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs be permit-
ted to sit for the consideration of H.R.
1278 while the House is meeting under
the 5-minute rule.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Bruce). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

RESIGNATION AS FLOOR
ASSISTANT TO THE MINORITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following resig-
nation as floor assistant to the minori-
ty:

OFFICE OF THE REPUBLICAN LEADER,
HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, April 26, 1988.
Hon. Jim WRIGHT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
ington, DC.

DEeAr MR. SPEAKER: Please accept my resig-
nation as Floor Assistant to the Minority,
effective close of business, April 30, 1989.

When I left the White House in January
to return to the House of Representatives, I
genuinely felt that I was “coming home.”
While my tenure has been far shorter than
I anticipated, my respect and affection for
this institution and the men and women
who serve in it will long endure. I consider
my service in the House one of the highest
honors and most esteemed privileges of my
professional career.

With warmest thanks for the many kind-
nesses and courtesies which you, the Repub-

Wash-
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lican Leader and your colleagues have ac-
corded me through the years, I remain,
Cordially,
AraN M. KRANOWITZ.

RESIGNATION OF ALAN M.
EKRANOWITZ AS MINORITY
FLOOR ASSISTANT

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time because we have just laid
down before the House the resignation
of floor assistant to the minority, Mr.
Alan Kranowitz, so well known to
Members on both sides of the aisle.

Alan has had cumulatively 25 years
of Federal service. He was in the Ford
White House for 2 years, and 7 years
as the assistant to one of our former
Members, Tom Loeffler from Texas, 4
years at the White House under Presi-
dent Reagan, and 3 of those years in
charge of the House legislative team,
and 1 as assistant to the President in
charge of the entire legislative affairs
operation.

He is an individual who has acquit-
ted himself in an exemplary fashion in
all of his tenure of Federal service,
capped, of course, now as one of our
House floor assistants. These are the
kind of people we are most anxious to
attract to Government service to serve
as our right hands in the service of our
great country.

I just want to offer my personal
thanks and appreciation and congratu-
lations to Alan Kranowitz for a life
well spent in Federal service, and wish
him well in his retirement to the out-
side where, yes, maybe there is a little
bit more money to be made. All our
best to his wife, Carol, and his two
sons, Jeremy and David.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, | rise
to lament the House's loss. A friend of this in-
stitution, and a great public servant, Alan M.
Kranowitz is leaving the Congress to join the
majority of Americans who work in what we
call the real world—the private sector. Alan
has worked long and hard for his values and
beliefs in two of our three branches of govern-
ment.

After graduating from Yale University in
1963, Alan went to work for a distinguished
Member of the other body, Senator THOMAS
J. Dopp as an executive assistant.

From 1971 to 1975, he served as Director
of Legislative Affairs for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

Following that, he served in the Ford admin-
istration as an assistant to the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget from 1975
to 1977.

After serving two Republican Presidents
with the utmost in professionalism and dedica-
tion, Alan returned to the other body from
1977 to 1978 as Director of Research for the
Senate Republican Policy Committee.

Yet, Mr. Speaker, all this experience and
service was merely a prelude for some of
Alan's greatest work—work that began in
1978 here in the House. Alan served as ad-
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ministrative assistant to a friend of mine, and
a friend of this House, the Honorable Tommy
Loeffler of Texas from 1978 to 1984. During
his time in the House, Alan distinguished him-
self as a fine political strategist and a hard-
working Republican staffer.

So distinguished was his work that when he
left the House, the Reagan administration
quickly secured Alan's services. From 1985 to
1987 he was deputy assistant to the President
for House liaison.

His work with the House was so effective
that in 1988 Alan was promoted to Assistant
to the President for Legislative Affairs. In this
job Alan was responsible for the Reagan ad-
ministration's relations with all of Congress.
The nature of this job obviously required
someone with great perception and sure politi-
cal instincts. Alan was the right man for the
job. He completed difficult assignments on
issues ranging from the Nicaraguan Contras
to the budget and a wide range of domestic
concerns.

In 1989, Alan returned to the House as floor
assistant to the then-Republican whip, Dick
Cheney of Wyoming. The Republican Confer-
ence was happy to have Alan back in the
House, working for our side of the aisle. Un-
fortunately, this arrangement was not to last.

Well, everyone knows what happened to
Dick Cheney. He now serves his country as
Secretary of Defense.

Our Republican leader, the Honorable Bos
MicHEL asked Alan to stay on as his floor as-
sistant. Alan has done so, and served the Re-
publican leadership well during a period of
transition.

Now, as | said, Alan is moving on to a world
with normal hours, and undoubtedly a more
normal clientele. He is joining the National As-
sociation of Wholesale Distributors here in
Washington, DC.

Alan Kranowitz, you will be missed by your
friends here in the Congress. | am sure, how-
ever, that we will not lose touch with you. We
all look forward to a continuing relationship
with one of the Congress’ dearest friends and
ablest servants.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, | would like to
add my name to the growing list of Members
applauding the service of Alan Kranowitz. His
presence will certainly be missed on this side
of the aisle.

During the past 25 years, Alan has provided
sage counsel and leadership to both the legis-
lative and executive branches of our Govern-
ment. He has taken on each new assignment
with vigor and enthusiasm. | have mixed feel-
ings about his leaving public life for on one
hand, | am happy for him and his family, but
on the other hand | feel that he will be hard to
replace.

Mixed emotions aside, | am confident that
he will be successful in the private sector. My
only concern is that this is Alan's fourth new
position in about as many months and | am
not alone in wondering why he can't hold
down a steady job. But | guess when we re-
flect on where he has worked over the past
25 years, it is not hard to see that none of his
jobs have been steady.

Alan, good luck in the world of normal hours
and better wages. Your work on our behalf
will be missed here in the House, but | know
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this is not the end of your long association
with this body or the Federal Government.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, | take this time
today to honor Mr. Alan Kranowitz, a great
friend of this institution who is leaving Con-
gress in order to join the private sector. After
25 years of public service, Alan will be greatly
missed by Members of both parties.

The Members of this body came to know
Alan very well in his 25 years of Federal serv-
ice. His distinguished career includes 2 years
in the Ford administration; 7 years as the as-
sistant to one of our former Members, Tom
Loeffler from Texas; and 4 years in the
Reagan administration—2 years as deputy as-
sistant to the President for House liaison and
1 year as assistant to the President for legisla-
tive affairs. In 1989, Alan returned to the
House in his most recent position as floor as-
sistant to the minority. Unfortunately, his
tenure has been short lived.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to offer my per-
sonal appreciation to Alan Kranowitz for time
well spent in Federal service and wish him the
best in his new pursuits. It is not often that we
find someone as dedicated to public service
as Alan and his resignation is indeed a great
loss for this institution.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to place into the RECORD the follow-
ing remarks made on behalf of Alan
Kranowitz, a good friend of mine and my pred-
ecessor, Alan is a real asset to this country,
and | wish him the best as he pursues his new
career:

REMARKS BY FORMER REPRESENTATIVE Tom

LOEFFLER ON ALAN KRANOWITZ

Mr. Speaker, one of the very best leader-
ship aides in the House of Representatives,
our own Alan M. Kranowitz, is leaving us to
pursue a new career as senior vice president
for government relations of the National As-
sociation of Wholesaler-Distributors. In as-
sociation with my former colleagues, 1 want
to congratulate him on a distinguished
career in public service and wish him the
best of luck in his new position.

For the past 25 years, Alan faithfully
served our party and our government in a
variety of roles. After graduating from Yale
in 1963, Alan went to work for his home
state senator, Thomas Dodd of Connecticut,
where he spent six years as his executive as-
sistant and administrative assistant.

From 1971-1975, Alan was director of
Senate liaison for the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development and then spent
two years as assistant director for legislative
affairs at the Office of Management and
Budget during the Ford Administration.

Alan was the director of the Senate Re-
publican Policy Committee from 1977-1978
and joined my office as chief of staff in
1979. In 1985, President Reagan appointed
Alan deputy assistant for legislative affairs
in charge of the White House liaison team
with the House of Representatives. In 1988,
the President appointed him as his chief
lobbyist with Congress.

Since leaving the White House earlier this
year, Alan served in ranking leadership staff
positions with former Republican Whip
Dick Cheney and Republican Leader Bob
Michel. President Reagan also appointed
Alan to a five-year term on the U.S. Holo-
caust Memorial Council.

Alan’s dedication to his work, his knowl-
edge of House and Senate legislative proce-
dures, his personal relationships with so
many members of both parties here, made
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him truly a unique individual who's pres-
ence will be missed. Whether on Capitol Hill
working in the Congress or on Pennsylvania
Avenue working for the President, Alan
always brought his high standards to the
job at hand.

One of those standards was Alan's ada-
mant refusal to seek publicity for himself.
He was more interested in having the credit
from the fruits of his labor go to his boss.
That was his satisfaction. But everyone who
worked with him knew his value and re-
spected him for the professional manner in
which he always conducted himself. No one
knows this better or appreciates it more
than me.

Alan Kranowitz epitomizes the best in
American government—a bright, capable,
untiring public servant. Now, after 25 years
of service, we are sorry to see him leave
public service yet pleased that we had the
opportunity to work with him. Our best
wishes extend to his lovely wife, Carol, and
to his two sons, Jeremy and David.

Alan and I had an expression that we used
with one another to indicate a job well done
and as I bid farewell to his government
career—at least for the moment—I want to
say, “Alan, you sure looked good on that
horse!”

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | take
this opportunity to recognize an individual who
has given so much to Members through his
service as floor assistant. | speak of Mr. Alan
Kranowitz. His dedication and commitment in
this capacity, as well as his history of Federal
service, are to be commended.

Mr. Kranowitz resignation as floor assistant
to the minority comes to me, and | am certain
to my colleagues, as a loss inevitable with
personnel of such professional aptitude, intel-
lect, and dependability. It is in the normal
course of one's life that one must move on to
“bigger and better things." He has certainly
proven this theory to be true.

| know | will, personally, miss Alan as | have
counted on him so much in the past. He has
given our Government many years of out-
standing Federal service and | commend him
for that. | give him my personal thanks and
wish him and his family the best of luck in the
future.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, | would like to
take this opportunity to join in warmly saluting
Alan M. Kranowitz, a constituent in my Eighth
Congressional District in Maryland, upon his
retirement from the Federal Government.

Alan Kranowitz has worn many hats in his
career. His quarter century of distinguished
service includes 2 years in the Ford White
House as Director of Legislative Affairs for the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, 7 years as administrative assistant to
former Representative Loeffler, and 4 years at
the White House under President Reagan.
During 3 of those years, Alan served as
Deputy Assistant to the President for House
Liaison, in charge of the House legislative
team.

His work with the House was so effective
that Alan was promoted in 1988 to Assistant
to the President for Legislative Affairs. In this
role, Alan was responsible for the Reagan ad-
ministration's relations with all of Congress.
Most recently, Alan served as minority floor
assistant to Dick Cheney, Republican whip
until his recent appointment as Secretary of
Defense.
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Alan's professionalism, competence, dedi-
cation, and integrity will be missed. | would
like to wish Alan the best of luck with his
future endeavors with the National Association
of Wholesale Distributors. As Shakespeare
noted: “The force of his own merit makes his
way."

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, upon the resigna-
tion and recent departure of Alan Kranowitz
as minority floor assistant, | add to that of my
colleagues my own praise and thanks for the
years of fine service rendered. | am particular-
ly grateful for those years of service which
Alan so faithfully gave in various capacities to
the House of Representatives.

| first met Alan when he worked for my
friend and colleague, Tommy Loeffler. Alan
always conducted himself with dignity, percep-
tion, and sure political instinct. His service to
his party and country have been marked with
integrity, devotion, and loyalty. He will be
greatly missed by all who were privileged to
know him and work with him. He remains as
an example of the truly dedicated and decent
public servant.

Again, | offer my personal thanks and ap-
preciation, and wish Alan continued success
in both his personal life and his new profes-
sional challenges with the National Associa-
tion of Wholesale Distributors here in Wash-
ington, DC.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on behalf of the
service of Alan Kranowitz.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 2072, a bill making dire emergen-
cy supplemental appropriations and
transfers, urgent supplementals, and
correction enrollment errors for fiscal
yvear 1989, and that I be permitted to
include extraneous and tabular mate-
rial.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

DIRE EMERGENCY SUPPLEMEN-
TAL APPROPRIATIONS AND
TRANSFERS, URGENT SUPPLE-
MENTALS, AND CORRECTING
ENROLLMENT ERRORS ACT OF
1989

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr,
Bruce). Pursuant to House Resolution
135 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
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Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 2072.

0 1230

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
(H.R. 2072) making dire emergency
supplemental appropriations and
tranfers, urgent supplementals, and
correcting enrollment errors for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1989,
and for other purposes, with Mr.
GLIcKMAN in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] Will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes and the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. CONTE]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN].

Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, may I say that pas-
sage of this bill is essential or else we
do not have any of the funds made
available that are so vitally needed.

I would like to say to my colleagues
that every effort was made to protect
the House. All the debate on the other
side of the aisle seemed to try to pull
together things which are very, very
different. There are three divisions
which they group together, when that
is not the case at all.

We do have the dire urgent supple-
mental items. We have others that are
urgent and desirable where we cut
back and transferred existing funds
which does not increase the budget
deficit whatsoever.

Then we have other items that will
never be available unless increased
income comes from taxes or otherwise.
But it does let us have a chance to pro-
tect the House in conference.

Mr. Chairman, we are very proud of
our record on the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

We are $187.6 billion below the Pres-
idential requests since 1945. We are
$16.1 billion below President Reagan’s
requests since 1981.

At the same time we have seen to it
that vital programs have gone for-
ward. These accomplishments have
not been based on assumptions or hal-
lucinations. They are based on hear-
ings from an average of 4,500 wit-
nesses over an average of 150 hearing
days and printed in 90,000 pages of
hearings each year.

Mr. Chairman, your Committee on
Appropriations was requested to ap-
prove a supplemental appropriations
bill by the President in his message of
April 3. The committee considered
that other items also qualified as dire
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emergencies, and still others are
deemed essential by the committee to
meet urgent needs if offsets are made
or if additional revenues are made
available.

Thus on April 18, 1989, the Commit-
tee on Appropriations reported the
bill, H.R. 2072, a bill of three parts. 1
call your attention again to the three
parts of the bill which our friends on
the other side tend to put together:

First, dire emergency supplemental
appropriations and transfers; second,
urgent supplementals only, one, upon
agreement by House and Senate con-
ferees to a reduction of existing funds
to offset such expenditure or, two, ad-
ditional receipts to the Treasury to
offset such expenditures are made;
and third, corrections of enrollment
errors, which is necessary.

May I point out again, and I wish
you would all listen to this, with re-
gards to drugs, the language provides
that the funds remain available until
expended, which leaves this item open
to agreement by Congress and the ex-
ecutive.

Any reduction in drugs here means
you are lowering the ceiling on what is
available.

May I say again that the language
that is written here requires the exec-
utive branch and the Congress to
agree on the expenditure of these
funds. I think in the history of the
United States we never have faced
anything one-tenth as serious as the
drug situation. It shows up in AIDS, it
shows up in murders, it shows up in
everywhere you look. What we want to
be sure from this side is that there is a
ceiling high enough to do that which
the President and the executive
branch and the Congress may agree is
necessary. Any effort here to defeat
this bill or defeat the provision for
drugs would certainly be shortsighted
and would again be just lowering the
ceiling on what is possible at a time
when you need everything in sight.

Attention has not been paid enough
here to the funds in here for the Jus-
tice Department. That money is essen-
tial to their activity. There are certain
things there as far as hiring prosecu-
tors, paying jurors, all those things
that go with justice, those funds are
going to have to be available or you
will be unable to carry out the laws
that we have in place.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is in compli-
ance with the fiscal year 1989 require-
ments which provide for supplemen-
tals in the event of a dire emergency.

Funds in title I of this bill are for:
First, dire emergencies and therefore
do not have to be offset; second, man-
datory programs which do not require
offsets; and, third, accounts which are
offset by transfers.

So the bill is in three parts, despite
the efforts of the press and others to
try to group them together.
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Funds in title II of the bill are pro-
vided only under the terms of the gen-
eral provision found on page 36 of the
bill which states:

Funds provided in this title shall become
available for obligation or expenditure, only
(1) upon agreement by House and Senate
conferees to a reduction of existing funds to
offset such expenditures, or (2) additional
receipts to the Treasury to offset such ex-
penditures are made.

This provision will cause title II to
be deficit neutral and will protect the
House in any conference.

Thus, the accounts funded in this
bill, upon presentation to the Presi-
dent, will meet the guidelines we have
previously agreed upon.

This bill was the product of exten-
sive committee hearings and is de-
signed to meet the dire emergencies
caused by the epidemic of drug abuse
and the problems facing the homeless.
The bill provides funding to continued
much-needed medical care for our Na-
tion’s veterans, firefighting funds to
protect our national forests, funding
for the Guaranteed Student Loan Pro-
gram, and funds to address the Japa-
nese-American internments during
World War I1.

The contents of the titles included
in the bill follow:

Title I—Dire Emergency Supplementals
and Transfers:

Chapter I—Emergency Drug Funding:

Subchapter A—Commerce-Justice-State.

Subchapter B—Treasury-Postal Service.

Chapter II—Judicial Retirement Fund.

Chapter III—Corps of Engineers, Civil
Energy Programs.

Chapter IV—Migration and Refugee As-
s}stance: International Peacekeeping Activi-
ties,

Chapter V—Forest Firefighting: Naval Pe-
troleum Reserve Limitation.

Chapter VI—Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance:

Foster Care and Adoption Assistance.

Rehabilitation Services and Handicapped
Research.

Guaranteed Student Loans.

Preseription Drug Payment Review Com-
mission.

Chapter VII—Payments to Widows and
Heirs of Deceased Members of Congress.

Chapter VIII—Agricultural Marketing
Service:

Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva-
tion Service.

Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund.

iCl-m]:m:r IX—Federal Aviation Administra-
tion:

Installation and Use of Explosive Detec-
tion Equipment.

Chapter X—Department of the Treasury:

IRS—Processing Tax Returns.

IRS—Investigation, Collection, and Tax-
payer Service.

Chapter XI—VA Compensation and Pen-
sions:

VA Readjustment Benefits.

VA Loan Guaranty Revolving Fund.

VA Medical Care.

Court of Veterans Appeals.

Homeless Programs.

EPA, Salaries and Expenses,

EPA, Abatement, Control and Compli-
ance.

EPA, Hazardous Substance Superfund.
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NASA, Research and Program Manage-
ment.,

Title II—Urgent Supplemental Appropria-
tions:

Chapter I—-NOAA, Operations, Research,
and Facilities:

Dept. of Justice, Legal Activities.

U.S. Attorneys, Salaries and Expenses.

Japanese Interment Fund.

FBI, Salaries and Expenses.

Courts of Appeals, District Courts, and
Other Judicial Services, Salaries and Ex-
penses.

Defender Services.

Administrative Office of U.S. Courts.

Federal Judicial Center, Salaries and Ex-
penses.

Maritime Administration, Federal Ship Fi-
nancing Fund.

FCC, Salaries and Expenses.

SEC, Salaries and Expenses.

Chapter II—Department of Defense, Ad-
ministrative Provisions.

Chapter III—Department of the Interior
and Related Agencies—General Provisions.

Chapter IV—-FAA, Aircraft Purchase Loan
Guarantee.

Chapter V—OPM, Salaries and Expenses.

Chapter VI—Housing Programs, Rental
Assistance:

Community Development Grants.

NSF, Research and Related Activities.

Title III—Technical Enrollment Correc-
tions.

Title IV—General Provisions.

May I say that unless this bill
passes, none of these funds will be
available.

I also call your attention to the fact
that the rules of the Committee on
Appropriations do not require ger-
maneness. There is no way to have
gotten through the Committee on Ap-
propriations the one or two items that
each person is for. Our rules provide
that all amendments are available, are
recognizable in the committee, can be
entertained without germaneness.
That is on the theory that everybody
is entitled to be heard some place,
somewhere, somehow.

Your Committee on Appropriations,
1 repeat again, worked hard to bring
you those things it absolutely must,
which are accepted under the agree-
ment we had between the House and
the Senate and the President.

We have those other funds made
possible by transferring existing funds
for their use.

May I say this has to do with trying
to protect us in the Senate conference.

I put in the REcorp here just how
many amendments we have had to
face in meetings with the Senate on
supplementals.

Senate amendment o major supplemental
appropriations bills

Senate
amendments
97th Congress, 1st Session; H.R.
3512—Making supplemental and
further continuing appropriations
for fiscal year 1981..........ccccninvnsrsnnnin 432
97th Congress, 2d Session; H.R.
6863—Making supplemental appro-
priations for fiscal year 1982............ 183
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Senate amendment to major supplemental
appropriations bills—Continued

Senate
amendments
98th Congress, lst Session; H.R.
3069—Making supplemental appro-
priations for fiscal year 1983............ 254
98th Congress, 2d Session; H.R.
6040—Making supplemental appro-
priations for fiscal year 1984............ 216
99th Congress, lst Session; H.R.
2577—Making supplemental appro-
priations for fiscal year 1985... 341
99th Congress, 2d Session; HER.
4515—Making supplemental appro-
priations for fiscal year 1986... 224
100th Congress, lst Session; HR.
1827—Making supplemental appro-
priations for fiscal year 1987............ 437

100th Congress, 2d Session; H.R.
5026—Making dire emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for fiscal
year 1988 25
Unless we make reference to those

here and then in the conference, it is

doubtful whether we will be able to
protect your interests.

Again this bill is in three parts. We
have lived within the limits despite
the efforts of our colleagues on the
other side and the press to try to
group them together.

We have a good bill and I hope we
will have your support.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] has
consumed 8 minutes.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, first let me say what
a great honor it is to serve on the Ap-
propriations Committee, and to have
the privilege of working with the
chairman of the committee, the dean
of the House, JAMIE WHITTEN.

Let me also say how much I enjoy
working with the members of the com-
mittee, and how much I value their
friendship and cooperation. The Ap-
propriations Committee is the hardest
working, most dedicated, committee
there is, in my opinion. It's a rare situ-
ation and an unpleasant one for me
that involves conflict with the chair-
man and other members. I look for-
ward to moving quickly to more pleas-
ant issues than this supplemental.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2072 is a bill the
excitement of which is only hinted at
by its title, the Dire Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations and Trans-
fers, Urgent Supplementals, and Cor-
recting Enrollment Errors Act, 1989.
The title has everything in it but the
kitchen sink, and so does the bill.

Under the budget summit agreement
of 1987, the only supplementals that
we are supposed to propose are for
dire emergencies. And the administra-
tion submitted a pretty slim list of re-
quests. First, some big mandatory
items like: $892 million for guaranteed
student loans; $854 million for veter-
ans compensation and benefits; $423
million for foster care and adoption as-
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sistance, and $126 million for trade ad-
justment assistance. No one disputes
those.

Second, the administration asked for
a few discretionary items: $303 million
for VA medical care; $250 million for
the cost of last year's forest fires; $100
million for Soviet and other refugees;
$125 million by transfer for peacekeep-
ing in southwest Africa, and some
smaller items. All would have been
offset by reductions in 1989 spending
levels in certain domestic programs.

The committee took that $2.3 billion
in mandatory items, it took the $700
million, rejected the offsets, and pro-
ceeded to add an additional $2 billion
in spending. It more than doubled the
total cost of the bill and quadrupled
the level of discretionary spending.

The largest item added was for addi-
tional antidrug programs, $823 million,
primarily in the Commerce, Justice,
State area. It's important to realize
that this amount goes well beyond
even what was called for in last fall's
drug bill authorization. It includes
$148 million in fiscal year 1990 re-
quests, $50 million that would other-
wise have been added in 1990, and $85
million that Congress decided not to
fund in its regular bill last year. In
this sense, the bill is clearly a gimmick
to move 1990 budget authority into
1989, to provide room for more spend-
ing in 1990. But beyond that there was
no judgment exercised. It was just—
stick in whatever you can; not what is
needed or what programs are running
short of.

Also added was $350 million in addi-
tional firefighting costs; $250 million
for Japanese-American internment
payments, another item requested for
1990; $153 million for the McKinney
Homeless Act, programs for which the
President requested full funding in
1990; $88 million for public housing
authority subsidies; $75 million for the
Federal Aviation Administration; and
an additional $45 million for VA medi-
cal care.

Imagine, all these items coming at a
time supposedly of fiscal restraint.
This was Christmas in April. And no
offsets; $5 billion in new spending.
What happened to the concept of dire
emergency?

If sticking 1990 funding into the
1989 supplemental to free up funding
in other areas is dire, then I light my
cigars with four alarm fires, you're all
millionaires, and the end is near.

I remember the budgeteers, hearing
about what we were up to, speaking
out—No SiLvio, don't let it happen.

Why are we sitting in these endless
budget meetings if there's no fiscal
discipline exercised in carrying out the
budget agreements.

And in this case, they were right.

We had spent all the money allocat-
ed under the 302 process last fall,
when we provided nearly $1 billion to
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provide a supplemental, as part of last
fall's continuing resolution substitute,
the antidrug bill. In spending that
money we also exceeded the totals in
the budget summit agreement. And
the projected deficit was well above
the Gramm-Rudman target for 1989.

So here we came with a mammoth
new spending measure, to break the
bank that was already broke, making a
mockery of the budget deficit reduc-
tion negotiations underway.

Something had to be done. I tried
making suggestions for specific cuts
that could be used to offset the in-
creases—like $515 million for the space
station that was sitting there fenced
off until May 15. Beyond making spe-
cific offsets, there are only two other
alternatives—you either cut some of
the fat out or you cut across the
board.

None of those are particularly at-
tractive if you've got too much spend-
ing in the bill to start with—the cuts
or offsets will be large and painful.
But the Republicans on the commit-
tee, God bless them, dug in and went
to work. We spent 2 hours at the
White House last week, trying to come
up with a compromise that preserves
the dire supplementals, postpones
spending on programs slated for an in-
crease next year, and has as small an
offset as possible.

We got the President to agree that
the veterans medical care was such an
emergency that it justified spending
new money without an offset. This
was and is a tough fought compromise.

We were right. This bill was, and is,
too big to swallow. The leadership on
the other side finally admitted it.

And so they've come up with their
own proposal, the Foley amendment.
There's no big showdown here. This
isn’t Conte versus Foley. We've won 90
percent of the battle, which is to get
people to realize you can’t shovel all
this money out there at this time and
in this place. It's got to come from
somewhere.

So then you've got to figure out
where the money comes from. It's one
of those questions with multiple op-
tions where none of the options are
particularly appealing. Foley Kkeeps
the whole bloated thing and takes it
out of Defense, which is one of the
reasons they lost the White House last
time around, I think. Conte tries to
pare it down, gets the White House
OK to spend some new money without
offset, and tries to keep the offset on
domestic discretionary as small as pos-
sible. It has one advantage that Foley
doesn’t. It will be signed. Which means
the veterans will get their medical
care.

But we've gotten ourselves into a
mess here. And we've now got to dig
our way out. With a little more coop-
eration between the Republicans and
Democrats on the committee, this
could have been worked out. I'm sorry
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that the House has gotten caught up
in this. I hope the committee has
learned something from this experi-
ence.

But I think the Republicans have
won a victory with the realization that
there is no free lunch. Now we've just
got to come up with a credit card to
pay for this banquet, one that will
obtain the approval of the credit man-
ager.

And meanwhile, the veteran out
there is still waiting for health care.
It's a shame.

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, AND THE JUDICIARY

The bill includes $725,579,000 for
emergency drug funding, compared to
$350 million in the Conte substitute.
The main difference between the two
approaches is that the Conte substi-
tute concentrates on funding as much
of the unfunded portions of the Anti-
Drug Abuse Act of 1988 as fiscally and
programatically possible, while the
committee bill reaches into every pos-
sible nook and cranny in the Depart-
ment of Justice bureaucracy for places
to spend money on drugs.

The Conte substitute funds nearly
80 percent of the unfunded parts of
last fall's drug bill. Funds are included
for personnel for the FBI, the DEA,
the Immigration and Naturalization
Service, U.S. Marshals, the Bureau of
Prisons, and State and local drug
grants.

The committee bill not only funds
the drug bill, it drags out $85 million
for 1989 requests that Congress, in its
widsom, declined to fund last year, it
brings forward into 1989 $148 million
worth of 1990 requests in order to cir-
cumvent the budget summit and
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, and finally,
it funds nearly $50 million for pro-
grams not even requested in 1990. It's
a grab bag.

It is time for us to get serious and
sensible about drug funds. We cannot
afford, nor is it wise, to continue to
duck this national crisis by throwing
money at it indiscriminately. We are
now spending 500 percent more on
Federal drugs law enforcement and
abuse than we did in 1981. We haven't
been pikers; we have provided the
dough.

Has the situation improved? Are
drugs harder to get? Are the streets
safer? Are there fewer addicts today?

One thing we may have accom-
plished is that we are lowering the un-
employment rate by creating thou-
sands of new law enforcement posi-
tions at the Federal, State, and local
levels. What are we doing here?

As part of the drug bill, we charged
the drug czar with taking a good and
thorough look at what we are doing.
We gave him 6 months to come back
and tell us what is working and what
is not. I suspect that more weight is
going to be given to the latter part of
that question.
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But the point is that we are going to
dump more millions into programs
which are not working in the commit-
tee bill before we even get the report
of the drug czar. That makes no sense.
That's just lock-step spending.

You are not fooling anyone. Your
constituents know what is happening
on their streets and to their kids. They
want some new ideas, not just more of
the same, which hasn’'t worked.

As of the end of March, halfway
through the fiscal year, more than 60
percent of the funds we appropriated
for antidrug programs remained unob-
ligated in the Departments of Justice
and Treasury, which would receive the
vast bulk of the funds in the commit-
tee bill. There is no funding emergen-
cy, there is a drug emergency. Alto-
gether, these agencies have more than
$4 billion in unobligated funds. They
can't absorb all of this money.

The Conte substitute is a more mod-
erate, more sensible approach. It
doesn't scatter the money around just
because some bureaucrat wants more
to play with. It concentrates the fund-
ing on the drug bill programs, just as
your constituents and press have
called for, while we reserve the differ-
ence of nearly a half billion dollars
until we get the report from the drug
CZAar.

In title II of the bill and the Conte
substitute, funds are provided to
expand investigations and prosecu-
tions of financial institution fraud
cases and to enable the courts to meet
the requirements of recommendations
of the Sentencing Commission.

Funds are also included in both ver-
sions to avoid furloughs at the Federal
Communications Commission and to
enhance the resources of the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, in
part to attack the backlog of utilities
holding companies cases. And funds
are provided to ensure the continued
operations of essential weather serv-
ices, including geostationary satellites.

Aside from the question of drug
funding, the major difference between
the committee bill and the Conte sub-
stitute within the Commerce, Justice,
State, and Judiciary Subcommittee is
the elimination in the Conte bill of
$250 million for the Civil Liberties
Public Education Fund—the payments
to Japanese-Americans related to their
internment during World War II. The
Department of Justice, which has the
responsibility for locating the recipi-
ents of this program, states that they
will not be ready to make any substan-
tial payments during this fiscal year.
This is due in part to the directive in
the authorizing legislation that the
eldest recipients are to be paid first.
The first payments will be made in
fiscal 1990, so funds are not needed at
this time.
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CHAPTER SUMMARIES FOR DEFENSE IN THE
FISCAL YEAR 1989 SUPPLEMENTAL

Mr. Chairman, chapter II of title II
of this bill, the Defense Department,
provides no new budget authority but
does put forth several language provi-
S10ons:;

First, we lift a ceiling imposed in the
fiscal year 1989 bill on morale, welfare,
and recreation funds.

Second, we remove restrictions on
the Alaskan Command.

Third, we allow the Secretary of De-
fense to conduct a 15-month test pro-
gram in recruiting incentives provided
by the Defense College Funds.

Fourth, we put a provision in that
will allow the Secretary of Defense to
adjust wage rates for health profes-
sionals as authorized for the Veterans’
Administration.

Fifth, and we charged the Defense
Department to use the correct repro-
gramming procedures for moving
funds into the mid-infra-red advanced
chemical laser or miracle.

Mr. Chairman, in title III, section
301 is simply a technical enrollment
correction. In last year's Defense bill
we put $60 million in two places in-
stead of one and this provision cor-
rects that situation.

Section 573 prohibits funds in the
supplemental to assist in solving the
Japanese beetle problem in the Azores
and registers the sense of Congress
that the Defense Department should
help correct the situation.

ENERGY AND WATER
TITLE 1, CHAFPTER III, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE,

CIVIL: DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, CORPS OF

ENGINEERS, CIVIL

Provision: (Transfer of Funds).

For additional amounts for appro-
priations for the fical year 1989, for in-
creased pay costs authorized by or
pursuant to law as follows:

“General regulatory functions”,
$1,100,000, to be derived by transfer
from “Operation and maintenance,
general.”

“General expenses,” $2,600,000, to
be derived by transfer from “Construc-
tion, general.”

Description:

These transfers are to fund the con-
gressionally approved 4.1 percent pay
increase that went into effect on Janu-
ary 1, 1989. All other corps accounts
absorbed the increase, but “general ex-
penses” and ‘‘general regulatory func-
tions” were unable to do so. They are
the corps’ most labor intensive ac-
counts, and the administration agrees
that they cannot absorb further re-
ductions. The “general expenses' ac-
count funds Washington and Division
management staff. “General regula-
tory functions” funds regulatory pro-
grams, such as dredge and fill permit
processing.

The provision will have minimal im-
pacts on the accounts from which
funds are being transferred: ‘“General
construction” and “Operation and
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maintenance.” These are the corps’
largest accounts. These accounts have
low labor costs, and they can easily
absorb the transfers by briefly defer-
ring the execution of construction and
maintenance contracts.

This supplemental request was in-
cluded in President Reagan's fiscal
year 1990 budget and has been en-
dorsed by President Bush. Its enact-
ment will increase fiscal year 1989 out-
lays by $1.2 million.

No charges in Conte substitute, reve-
nue neutral.

TITLE I, CHAPTER III, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY,
ENERGY PROGRAMS

Provision: Uranium Supply and En-
richment Activities.

For an additional amount for urani-
um supply and enrichment activities
in carrying out the purposes of the
Department of Energy Organization
Act (Public Law 95-91), $55,000,000, to
remain available until expended:

Provided, That revenues received by the
Department for the enrichment of uranium
and estimated to total $1,429,000,000 in
fiscal year 1989, shall be retained and used
for the specific purpose of offsetting costs
incurred by the Department in providing
uranium enrichment service activities as au-
thorized by section 201 of Public Law 95-
238, notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 3302(b) of section 484 of title 31, United
States Code: Provided further, that the sum
herein appropriated shall be reduced as ura-
nium enrichment revenues are received
during fiscal year 1989 so as to result in a
final fiscal year 1989 appropriation estimat-
ed at not more than $0.

Description:

The Department of Energy is the
only domestic supplier of enriched
uranium. The purpose of this request
is to provide funds for the purchase of
additional power to be used in the pro-
duction of enriched uranium, The De-
partment has additional power re-
quirements that were not anticipated
when the fiscal year 1989 Energy and
Water Development appropriation was
enacted. Enactment of this provision
would be revenue neutral, because the
increase will be more than offset by
receipts generated by sales of uranium
enrichment services.

All of DOE's commerical deliveries
can be made on schedule in fiscal year
1989 by using the remaining inventory
of enriched uranium. Delayed or
missed deliveries will be threatened in
fiscal year 1990 and fiscal year 1991
without increased production because
of the lead time required for produc-
ing the enriched uranium prouduct.

This provision was included in the
President’'s supplemental request. It
has been adopted by the committee
without change.

No changes in Conte substitute, rev-
enue neutral.

TITLE I, CHAPTER III, GENERAL PROVISIONS

Provision: Section 301. Sunset
Harbor, CA: Section 1119(a) of the
Water Resources Development Act of
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1986 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following:

The total cost referred to in the preceding
sentence may be increased by the Secretary
by any amount contributed by non-Federal
interests which is in excess of amount con-
tributed by non-Federal interests under the
preceding sentence.

Description: The Water Resources
Development Act of 1986 authorized a
feasibility study of Sunset Harbor, CA.
The act imposed a limitation of
$900,000 on the total cost of the feasi-
bility study. That ceiling has been
reached, and the corps is not empow-
ered to accept non-Federal contribu-
tions to complete the study. This pro-
vision of the bill will permit the corps
to accept contributions from the non-
Federal sponsors of the project to
complete the study.

The provision was drafted by Public
Works Committee staff, which origi-
nally proposed the cost ceiling. Enact-
ment of the provision would have no
Federal budget impact.

No changes in Conte substitute. No
new budget authority or outlays.

Provision: Section 302. Exchange of
Federal Land: Subsection 1. Exchange
of Federal Public Land.

(a) EXcHANGE OF LaND.— * * * [Alt such
time as the Blue Tee Corporation transfers
all right, title, and interest in and to [35.03
acres of land located in Madison County, Il-
linois] to the Secretary of the Army, the
Secretary shall transfer all right, title, and
interest in and to [58.64 acres situated in
Madison County, Illinois, * * * and adminis-
tered by the United States Army Corp (sic)
of Engineers, which is constructing the
Melvin Price Lock and Dam Project on this
land] to the Blue Tee Corporation.

[Subsection 1(b) through subsection 2
omitted.]

Description: This provision permits a
Federal land exchange with a private
corporation in Illinois. The exchange
must be executed within 2 years of the
provision's enactment. Congressman
CostELLO is behind this proposal. The
provision offers no particular gain or
loss to the corps.

The land currently owned by the
Government was acquired in connec-
tion with construction of the Melvin
Price Lock and Dam. The land to be
acquired by the corps would become
available for lease to the city of Alton,
IL, for development of a public
marina.

The administration has proposed the
addition of language to ensure that
the exchange is equitable. The admin-
istration contends that, without such
language, the Congress will establish a
dangerous precedent by which major
windfall profits or losses could be real-
ized by either party in such ex-
changes. The administration’s pro-
posed language follows:

The values of the lands exchanged by the
Secretary under this Act either shall be
equal, or if they are not equal, the values
shall be equalized by the payment of money
to the grantor or to the Secretary as the cir-
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cumstances require so long as the payment
does not exceed 5 per centum of the total
value of the lands or interests transferred
out of Federal ownership. The Secretary
shall try to reduce the amount of the pay-
ment of money to as small an amount as
possible.

No changes in Conte substitute, rev-
enue neutral.

Provision:

Section 303. Saylorville Lake, IA:
From Construction, General funds
heretofore or hereafter appropriated,
the Secretary of the Army is directed
to construct Highway 415, segment
“C"™ at the Saylorville Lake, IA,
project in accordance with terms of
the relocations contract executed on
June 21, 1984, between the Rock
Island Distict Engineer and the State
of Iowa.

Description:

This provision directs the corps to
complete the last segment of construe-
tion at a recreational project in NEaL
SmiTH's district in Iowa. This segment
involves the development of road im-
provements.

The existing LCA, which predates
the cost-sharing requirements of the
Water Resources Development Act of
1986, makes construction of the road a
federal expense. The corps has indicat-
ed that it will not complete the project
without explicit direction from Con-
gress to do so, lest it run afoul of the
provisions of the 1986 act. The road
feature is a “separable element” of the
project which would require cost-shar-
ing under current law. If the corps re-
quires a local contribution, then the
question of whether the Federal Gov-
ernment is in breach of the 1984 LCA
comes into play. The administration
suggested its opposition to the provi-
sion on the grounds that: First, cur-
rent law requires that the project
costs should be shared equally be-
tween the Federal and non-Federal
parties; and second, projects designed
primarily for recreational purposes are
not consistent with budgetary prior-
ities.

The provision would increase neither
budget authority nor outlays, as the
corps is directed to complete the
project with funds otherwise appropri-
ated for the purpose.

No change in Conte substitute.

Provision:

Section 304. Sims Park, OH: The
Secretary of the Army, acting through
the Chief of Engineers, shall under-
take a beach erosion control project at
Sims Park, Euclid, OH, using funds ap-
propriated under the heading “Con-
struction, general” in title I of the
Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriation, 1988 (Public Law 100-202;
101 Stat. 107).

Description:

This provision directs the corps to
proceed with a previously appropri-
ated beach erosion control project in
Mr. FEIGHAN's district in Ohio.
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The corps has declined to undertake
this work because Sims Park is a recre-
ational facility. The administration
supports, “using our scarce Federal re-
sources for high-priority projects; for
example, commercial navigation and
flood control.” The administration has
suggested its opposition to this provi-
sion of the bill because of the facility’s
recreational nature.

The provision would not increase
budget authority or outlays, as the
project has already been appropriated.

No changes in Conte substitute.

FOREIGN OPERATIONS

The bill and the Conte substitute
both include provisions in the Dire
Emergency title for additional refugee
assistance, the United States share of
new U.N. peacekeeping activities, and
support for the electoral process in
Poland.

For emergency refugee admissions
and assistance, $100 million is includ-
ed, to be derived at the President's dis-
cretion either from new budget au-
thority or by transfer from fiscal year
1989 foreign assistance appropriations.
Of the $100 million, $85 million is for
admission expenses for increased num-
bers of refugees from the Soviet
Union, Eastern Europe, and other re-
gions and $15 million is for relief ef-
forts for refugees in Africa and Asia.

Probably the most positive result so
far from glasnost and peristroika is
the dramatic increase in the number
of refugees given exit permits to leave
the Soviet Union. That number of
human beings has risen from less than
a thousand in 1986 to somewhere in
the neighborhood of 50,000 this year.
While we heartily welcome this devel-
opment—and many of us have person-
ally urged the Soviet Government to
do this—the fact is that our refugee
admissions operations are swamped.
They need help to process this in-
crease, and this bill, and the Conte
substitute, will alleviate this situation.

The bill and the Conte substitute
also provide $125 million, by transfer
from defense and foreign assistance
funds, for the United States share of
United Nations Peacekeeping Forces'
expenses in Namibia, Angola, the Per-
sian Gulf, and Afghanistan.

The current cessation of hostilities
in each of these areas have come as a
direct result of U.S. leadership. The
Angola-Namibia agreement was an 8-
year, single-minded crusade by our As-
sistant Secretary of State, Chester
Crocker. We pumped hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars into the Afghan war
against the Soviet invasion until the
Russians finally pulled out. And I
shouldn’'t have to remind anyone of
the sacrifices we made in the Persian
Gulf. It would be downright dishonor-
able to disengage ourselves at this
point in the peace process. Peace
doesn’t come cheap, but the funding
provided here is nothing compared to
the costs of renewed conflict.
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And finally in the foreign assistance
chapter, the bill and the Conte substi-
tute earmark $200,000 from previously
appropriated funds to support the his-
toric electoral breakthrough in
Poland. These funds will be trans-
ferred to the National Endowment for
Democracy to carry out civic educa-
tion and international observer mis-
sions and other activities.

The United States has been at the
forefront in supporting Solidarity and
other dissident groups in Poland, and
our efforts are being rewarded. After
long and difficult negotiations with
the government, opposition groups
have obtained the promise of free elec-
tions this coming June for Parliament.
We must do what we can to ensure
that those elections are indeed free
and fair. This bill provides a modest
contribution toward that end.

INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES

Chapter V of title I and chapter III
of title II include provision under the
jurisdiction of the Interior Subcom-
mittee. The Conte substitute includes
identical provisions.

Chapter V provides $600 million for
reimbursement of 1988 and 1989 fire-
fighting costs by agencies of the Inte-
rior and Agriculture Department. The
bill provides $30 million to the Bureau
of Land Management; $2.9 million to
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; $25
million to the National Park Service;
$33.6 million to the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, and $508 million to the U.S.
Forest Service. These amounts were
transferred from other accounts
within these departments to pay for
firefighting costs which exceeded the
amounts provided in the regular ap-
propriation bill. An unexpectedly seri-
ous fire season accounted for this cost
overrun.

The President requested only $250
million for the Forest Service to cover
firefighting costs.

Bill language is included restricting
the use of funds to study the sale of
the naval petroleum reserves.

Bill language is included which
would allow Interior Department ap-
propriations accounts to be reim-
bursed directly by any party for ex-
penses related to any discharge of oil
into the environment. The provision
also expands the Department’s emer-
gency transfer authority to include ac-
tivities related to oil spills.

Chapter III includes a provision—
section 301—which prevents the Inte-
rior Department from listing the Al
Capone house on the National Regis-
ter of Historic Places. Section 302 au-
thorizes the King Center and the Na-
tional Park Service to use funds to
construct a parking lot at the Martin
Luther King National Historic Site.

LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
EDUCATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES

In the Department of Labor, the bill

provides $126,648,000 in supplemental
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funds for training and benefits author-
ized by the Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance Act, as amended by the Omnibus
Trade and Competiveness Act of 1988.
Last year's Trade Act expanded cover-
age and eligibility for workers adverse-
ly affected by increased imports. Of
the funds provided, $92,000,000 is for
weekly benefits which, together with
what we provided last year, will bring
the total to $224,000,000, and
$34,648,000 is for training, job search,
and relocation allowances, bringing
the total to $80,000,000 for the pro-
gram in 1989.

In the Department of Health and
Human Services, the bill includes lan-
guage requested by the President re-
garding the administrative budget of
the Social Security Administration.
The language included will delete a
proviso included in the fiscal year 1989
appropriations act which limited the
amount which the Social Security Ad-
ministration can spend on data proc-
essing and telecommunications costs
to $170 million.

The bill also provides an additional
$423,345,000 in fiscal year 1989 to
cover the Federal share of foster care
and adoption assistance services that
have already been provided by States.
This is the amount requested by the
President. This amount, in addition to
the $108,930,000 already provided for
this purpose in the fiscal year 1989 ap-
propriations act, will fully reimburse
States for the Federal share of serv-
ices provided in prior years. This will
satisfy the Federal obligation required
under this entitlement program.

Through report language, the com-
mittee has reprogrammed $3.3 million
within the Older Americans Act pro-
grams. This reprogramming will hold
harmless the original Native American
Indian tribes funded in fiscal year
1988, so that their grants are not re-
duced by virtue of the additional
tribes made eligible for funding in
fiscal year 1989.

In the Department of Education,
H.R. 2072 contains bill language to
clarify our intent on how much we ap-
propriated for the Vocational Reha-
bilitation State Grant Program for
fiscal year 1989. The program is scored
as a mandatory account by the Con-
gressional Budget Office, and should
be exempt from the general across-
the-board cut applied to discretionary
programs in the fiscal year 1989
Labor/HHS/Education bill. Qur intent
was and remains that $1,450,000 be
available for these grants.

The bill also provides $892,482,000
requested by the President for manda-
tory costs under the Guaranteed Stu-
dent Loan Program, bringing the total
for GSL to over $4 billion in fiscal
yvear 1989. Unfortunately, interest
rates have increased since we passed
last year’s bill, and most of this in-
crease is to meet the new costs associ-
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ated with the increased rates. This is
an entitlement program.

The bill provides $250,000 for start-
up funding for the Prescription Drug
Payment Review Commission which
was created in the Medicare Cata-
strophic Coverage Act of 1988. This
funding will not increase fiscal year
1989 outlays, because it will be funded
through transfers of $125,000 each
from the Prospective Payment Assess-
ment Commission and the Physician
Payment Review Commission.

TREASURY-POSTAL SERVICE-GENERAL
GOVERNMENT

Chapters I and X of title I and chap-
ter V of title IT include provisions
under the jurisdiction of the Treasury
Subcommittee.

Chapter I, the so-called Emergency
Drug Supplemental, includes $4 mil-
lion for the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobac-
co and Firearms; $35 million for Cus-
toms Service salaries and expenses;
$51 million for the Customs Service air
interdiction program, and $6 million
for the Federal Law Enforcement
Training Center.

In contrast, the Conte substitute
provides reduced but adequate re-
sources for these agencies to continue
the war on drugs. Specifically, $1.75
million was added for the BATF;
$16.25 million for Customs Service sal-
aries and expenses, and $2 million for
the Federal Law Enforcement Train-
ing Center. This amount is appropri-
ate considering the ability of these
agencies to absorb this funding before
the end of the fiscal year and consider-
ing the drug czar's ongoing review of
these programs. No funds were provid-
ed for the Customs Air Program. The
committee bill would provide funds for
the P-3 retrofit program, and that
program is under review by the drug
czar's office. No decision has been
made to continue the program, and
funds spent here could be premature
or a waste of scarce Federal resources.

Chapter X includes transfers total-
ing $81.5 million for three Treasury
Department offices as requested by
the President; $2 million within the
Office of the Secretary; $5.5 million
from unspecified Treasury Bureaus to
the Financial Management Service;
$74 million within accounts of the In-
ternal Revenue Service. There is no
budget impact because of these trans-
fers, and they are needed to meet un-
anticipated, uncontrollable costs.

Chapter V of title II includes bill
language which would allow the U.S.
Secret Service to extend the availabil-
ity of $2 million beyond fiscal year
1989 for the construction of security
barriers around the south portion of
the White House. Bill language re-
quested by the administration was also
included which would authorize the
Office of Personnel Management to
obligate until expended $7 million al-
ready authorized for 1989 for costs to
be incurred in implementing the rec-
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ordkeeping system of the FERS
system. This proposal would not affect
outlays.

Bill language was included to give
the Office of Personnel Management
authority for setting wage rates for
certain health care personnel. The
committee claims that “this authority
will allow OPM to maintain parity
among Federal agencies regarding pay
rates for health care personnel.”

VETERANS' AFFAIRS AND HUD
TITLE I, CHAPTER XI, DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS'

AFFAIRS, VETERANS' HEALTH RESEARCH ADMIN-

ISTRATION

Provision: Medical care.

For an additional amount for “Medi-
cal care,” $340,125,000: Provided, That
of the sums appropriated under this
heading in fiscal year 1989, not less
than $6,800,000,000 shall be available
only for expenses in the personnel
compensation and benefits object clas-
sifications.

Description:

A perceived crisis in the funding of
VA medical care programs is driving
H.R. 2072. As a result of underfund-
ing, VA medical facilities are under-
staffed, and veterans with non-service-
connected disabilities or ailments have
been systematically denied treatments.
Reports of prescriptions going unfiled
and doctors’ appointments being de-
layed for weeks are well documented.

The administration requested a sup-
plemental appropriation of
$303,000,000 plus restrictions on veter-
ans travel benefits that would have
made an additional $11,000,000 avail-
able for VA medical care in fiscal year
1989. This level of funding was consid-
ered adequate to keep FTEE at or
above its current level of 191,000.

The committee has raised the re-
quest to $340,000,000, an amount suffi-
cient to bring staffing levels up to
194,700, the level specified in the fiscal
vear 1989 report, by year's end. The
VA would then be in a position to
maintain employment at that level
going into fiscal year 1990. The com-
mittee also deleted the proposed re-
strictions on beneficiary travel.

To adequately address the needs of
veterans, the Conte substitute adopts
the committee-recommended level of
$340,000,000.

TITLE I, CHAPTER X1, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOFPMENT, HOUSING PROGRAMS

Provision: Payments for operation of
low-income housing projects.

For an additional amount for “Pay-
ments for operation of low-income
housing projects,” $88,000,000, to
remain available until September 30,
1990: Provided, That from the forego-
ing amount, $8,000,000 shall be made
available, notwithstanding section 9(d)
of the United States Housing Act of
1937, for increased security assistance.

Description:

HUD provides direct subsidies to
public housing authorities for the op-
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eration of public housing projects. The
subsidy amount is determined by ap-
plication of the Performance Funding
System [PFS]. PFS establishes subsi-
dy formulas calculated to yield the dif-
ference between the operating costs
and income of efficiently operated
projects.

During fiscal year 1988 and fiscal
year 1989, there has been a shortfall
of approximately $70 million in fund-
ing for subsidies authorized under
PFS; that is, 1 to 2 percent of calculat-
ed subsidies. In addition, the escalated
costs of public housing insurance have
not been built into the PFS formulas.

The $88 million provided for operat-
ing subsidies in H.R. 2072 will be prin-
cipally available to make up the short-
fall. Any amounts remaining, after de-
duction of the $8 million earmarked
for enhanced security at housing
projects, will be made available for
“costs beyond control.”
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The $8 million earmarked for en-
hanced security may be used for an
array of activities, such as training of
security personnel or installation of
security devices.

PUBLIC HOUSING AUTHORITY OPERATING
SUBSIDIES

H.R. 2072 provides $80 million for
the payment of supplemental operat-
ing subsidies to public housing au-
thorities. These payments are intend-
ed to cover a shortfall in subsidy fund-
ing in fiscal years 1988 and 1989. The
provision also includes $8 million for
enhanced security at public housing
projects.

In fact, the payments would amount
to a windfall gain for the housing au-
thorities. These payments are not en-
titlements under law, and PHA's have
already adjusted to any past shortfalls
by reducing staff or other one-time
costs or by using operating reserves

STEWART B. McKINNEY PROGRAMS FUNDED IN H.R. 2072
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where costs could not be saved or de-
ferred.

The shortfall does not constitute an
emergency. There is neither a dire nor
urgent need to provide additional sub-
sidies. In fact, the provision was added
as an amendment to the bill only after
other nonemergency items were in-
cluded.

The provision adds $88 million in
new budget authority in fiscal year
1989 and $40 million in fiscal year 1989
outlays. Its inclusion violates the spirit
of recent budget agreements, and it
should be considered during the
course of the regular appropriations
process.

The $8 million in funding for securi-
ty measures can be made available
through the public housing modern-
ization program—which was funded at
$1.65 billion in fiscal year 1989—and
through the regular public housing
subsidies provided by PHA's.

Program Amount Description
Annual Contributions for Assisted HOUSING...........coervcvecone $5.000,000 Adds w mmmm rehabilitation program. Money is earmarked for rehabilitation of single room occupancy units for
Emergency Sheller Grants PIOBIAM............ccoumromrsimsmmssmssssessspssmsesssssssecspesnspessssss 313,000,000 Fuﬂsgtmmlﬁ Imm states and nonprofit organizations for the rehabifitation or development of homeless sheiters. Operating
costs are not incl
Transitional and Supportive Housing jon Program $20,000,000 Provides funds to units of local governments, tribes and Wﬂfﬁ organizations for the development of special group humng [fnl
permanent housing for the handicapped and tnenlallr disabled) This money can be wsed for operating costs.
Stxolemmhd Assistance for Facilities lo Assist the HM $10,000,000 Au@mems existing grants for innovative programs 10 assist the
$30,000,000 Provides additional money for VA ry Care and care for Chroically Iienlally Il veterans.
Emergency Food and Shelter Program..... $15,000,000 FEMA program providing emergency relie! assistance in the form of food and shel
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Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I just
want to reiterate a point that I made
earlier, and that point is that the dis-
tributions that are contemplated
under the Foley amendment are going
to cut into the very drug interdiction
programs that the military has initiat-
ed upon direction by the Congress.

We had a briefing just a few days
ago in the Armed Services Committee
by General Olmsted, and the U.S. mili-
tary, since we in the Congress gave
them a lead agency role over Customs
and over the Coast Guard in interdict-
ing drug planes and drug ships, has
gone out and started to work the
southern border of the United States.
They have turned drug planes back at
the border that have gone down into
the interior of Mexico. We have veri-
fied that some of those planes were
carrying narcotics, and they have initi-
ated a program that is slowing down
this stream of cocaine into the United
States. Yet under the Foley amend-
ment we are cutting almost half a bil-
lion dollars in operation and mainte-
nance moneys from the Department of
Defense, much of which is being used
for the drug interdiction operation
right now.

They have finally gotten their act
together. The U.S. military, per our di-
rection, is moving forward, and this
action we are taking is cutting them.
It makes no sense to take money away
from them in the drug interdiction
program with one hand so we can pos-
ture and say we are spending drug pro-
gram moneys with the other hand.

Mr. Chairman, that is precisely what
we are doing, and I urge all my col-
leagues to vote against the Foley
amendment.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman very much for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the supplemental, and also, of course,
in support of the Foley amendment.

I would like to bring to the attention
of all the Members something that the
chairman of the committee was kind
enough to put in the bill. We have a
big problem in public housing with
drug users. We have hard-working
people and honest people in public
housing, and there can be 300 of them
in a highrise, but if we get one family
or one person there that is dealing
with drugs, they can ruin the whole
highrise. Yet in the past, public hous-
ing authorities have had to go through
the most cumbersome, convoluted, and

tortured procedures to get this family
out and to deal with them.

So what this proposal does—and
there is $8.2 million in there for this
purpose—is it authorizes HUD to make
grants to do any or all of the follow-
ing: To provide training, communica-
tion equipment, supplies, and volun-
tary tenant patrols, to fund security
and drug abuse prevention programs,
to fund innovative programs designed
to reduce drugs in public housing, to
employ additional security personnel
in public housing, and to employ indi-
viduals to investigate drug-related
crime. This empowers public housing
tenants to take care of their own lives,
to fight drugs, and it will promote
community pride.

There are many, many things in the
supplemental agreement of which I
am supportive, but I was particularly
glad that this proposal, which some of
us have worked on long and hard, was
added. So I thank the chairman of the
committee and the chairman of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. TraxiLEr], for helping
us with this proposal.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. PORTER].

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, the
Budget Committee and the House
leadership sat down together to ad-
dress our fiscal year 1990 budget and
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our deficit problem and produced still
another dud.

Evident in their budget plan is more
overoptimistic economic assumptions,
more accounting gimmicks, more un-
specified solutions, more cooking of
the books. Not evident is any progress
whatsoever on the deficit.

The sad thing about all this is that
the Budget Committee and the Mem-
bers of Congress who end up support-
ing it know the numbers are fraudu-
lent. If we are making any progress at
all, it is coming solely from growth in
the social security trust fund which
has become the guarantor of irrespon-
sible spending. Social Security ought
to come off budget for Gramm-
Rudman purposes and everybody
knows it. And the irresponsible spend-
ing must stop and everybody knows
that as well. This bill is more of the
same, without any relation to budget-
ary constraints or solving the deficit
problem.

Mr. Chairman, we are undermining
our economic future, destroying our
children’s and grandchildren’s eco-
nomic opportunity and setting genera-
tion against generation.

The markets will not be fooled for-
ever. When the realization comes that
we are going nowhere, when the crisis
hits, the pain will be infinitely greater
for everyone than if we addressed this
problem directly, honestly, and coura-
geously now.

Our leadership, Mr. Chairman, is
failing us. I urge a no vote on the sup-
plemental. Send us back to work to do
it responsibly and to do it right.

Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman of the committee for
yvielding this time to me, and I want to
commend him and the members of the
subcommittee, especially the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER],
with whom we worked in terms of the
housing provisions that are in this bill.

I, of course, rise in support of the
dire emergency supplemental bill. I
know it will provide funding for many
important programs, especially for the
VA hospitals. We have one in our area.
It is a brand new hospital, but many of
the beds are closed, and veterans are
precluded from of health care they
need.

There are the provisions for the fire
fighting funds that are so necessary
for our Forest Service to replace the
KV funds and the Interior Depart-
ment dollars that are necessary. Most
importantly, from my perspective,
though, this provides more of full
funding for the McKinney Act. I
would hope that all of my colleagues
would want funding for this. Earlier
this year I introduced a resolution
asking for full funding in fiscal year
1989 for McKinney, and over 150
Members of the House cosponsored
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that bill. Well, here it is. We have
President Bush in the campaign and
after the campaign in his inauguration
address right in this Chamber asking
for full funding for the McKinney Act.
Vice President QuayiLE asked for full
funding. Mr. Kemp, when he looked at
the HUD funding, asked for full fund-
ing. He asked for those particular dol-
lars because he needs them. The fact
is that for many Americans, their only
bedroom is a blanket and a grate in
the street. Congress authorized the
dollar, but we will not meet our prom-
ise unless we rise today to act and vote
positively for this legislation.

There will be some amendments
coming before us. I know that the
Members have good intentions, and
they want to try to fund this by cut-
ting other things like defense discre-
tional funding. I intend to support the
Foley amendment. I would ask the
Members to oppose the Conte amend-
ment because the Conte amendment
cuts out all of the dollars in this legis-
lation for the homeless.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VENTO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman was not in the Chamber when
I said I am not going to offer my
amendment.

Mr. VENTO. I am sorry, Mr. Chair-
man, I missed that. We are grateful
that the gentleman is not going to
offer that amendment, because I think
the gentleman has been a good advo-
cate for many of these programs. I
know the basis on which he brought
that amendment forward was not nec-
essarily aimed specifically at this
group, and I appreciate the gentle-
man’s not offering that particular
amendment. I wanted to underline for
all the Members the importance of all
this. We have won a convert, I guess,
in the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. CoNTE].

Mr. Chairman, I hope that today we
can work together and pass the bill. I
know we have tough budget problems.
I know there are many who would
argue with the nature of the way we
have tried to resolve our budget prob-
lems, but in a body of 435 Members no
one Member or even a small group of
Members is able to prevail in terms of
a single view. We have to accommo-
date many different programs and
many interests, but surely one of our
number one priorities should be, and it
is, providing for those who cannot
help themselves. I think the homeless
certainly fall within this category, and
I think as Americans, as we look at the
polls and the support of our constitu-
ents, we should certainly do all we can
to fund these programs, The McKin-
ney Act is not just a shelter program
but one that deals with the broad base
of personal services to these people in
our society who are homeless.
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Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of H.R. 2072,
the dire emergency supplemental appropria-
tions bill and in opposition to the Conte substi-
tute. H.R. 2072 will provide much needed sup-
plemental moneys across the field of Federal
Government programs. Most importantly, this
legislation provides $241.5 million for home-
less assistance programs authorized in the
Stewart B. McKinney Act and homeless pre-
vention in the form of public housing operating
assistance.

Additionally, there are many other significant
funding proposals in the supplemental includ-
ing an essential $600 million for the forest fire
fighting expenses incurred by the Interior De-
partment and the U.S. Forest Service because
of the fires in Yellowstone National Park and
other areas. | also strongly support this bill be-
cause of the $340 million in funding it pro-
vides for the Veterans' Administration health
care system. This funding is needed to cover
the shortfall in fiscal year 1989 funding for
critical health care services for our Nation's
veterans. The shortfall has resulted in severe
cutbacks in health care services for veterans
in Minnesota and other States. These reduc-
tions include reducing inpatient and outpatient
visits for some veterans and limiting the dis-
pensing of medications. As a Member of Con-
gress, | have consistently supported adequate
funding for veterans health care. Congress
has made a commitment to veterans and that
commitment must be honored. This is espe-
cially true as our veteran population ages and
the demand for extended and geriatric care
grows.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues know, that
we have worked hard for many years to pro-
vide assistance to the millions of Americans
whose bedroom is no more than a blanket or
a steel grate. Congress was successful in
passing comprehensive homeless assistance
authorization legislation 2 years ago in the
form of the McKinney Homeless Assistance
Act. This law, however, can only function with
full funding of proven McKinney programs.
While we stand and debate, albeit with the
best of intentions, hundreds of thousands of
children—the hope of our great Nation—are
growing up on the street.

The funding sought here is modest. The
need is documented. In its 1989 report on
Hunger and Homelessness in America's
Cities, the U.S. Conference of Mayors found
an average increase of 13 percent in requests
for emergency shelter. Requests for shelter by
homeles families increased by an average of
18 percent. More telling are the statistics rep-
resenting the unmet needs: 19 percent of the
requests for emergency shelter in the survey
cities were unmet. For homeless families, the
figure was an average of 23 percent. Our
shelters are turning away families with chil-
dren when of the $120 million authorized for
emergency shelter grants, we have only ap-
propriated $46.5 million.

This scenario of underfunding can be re-
played across the gamut of McKinney pro-
grams. In the Transitional Housing Program,
for example, HUD has received about 400 ap-
plications requesting approximately $270 mil-
lion in funds. Only $92 million is available. In
the section 8 Single Room Occupancy Pro-
gram, HUD has received applications for
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11,500 units when there is only enough fund-
ing for 1,025 units. 91 percent of these units
will not be funded at all.

Mr. Chairman, on the first day of the 101st
Congress | introduced a resolution that called
for the full funding of the McKinney Act. Over
150 Members of Congress joined me in co-
sponsoring House Joint Resolution 31. Our
former colleague and current Secretary of
HUD, Jack Kemp, supports the full funding of
McKinney. President Bush formally brought
the kinder and gentler proposal to fully fund
McKinney into the campaign of 1988. We
must not allow the administration's “lip read-
ing" rhetoric to remain mere lip service for
real funding for homeless assistance. The
$241 million in the supplemental for McKinney
programs and public housing operating assist-
ance will make good on that promise by con-
tinuing to help the millions of homeless Ameri-
cans while preventing thousands more from
becoming homeless.

| urge my colleagues to support passage of
the supplemental.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to my dear friend, the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON].

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, let
me point out to the members of the
committee that we have an unusual
situation here, and I am not sure I
fully understand it. It had been my
understanding initially that there
would be a king of the mountain ar-
rangement, that the Foley amendment
would be offered and then the Conte
amendment would be offered, and
then that we might or might not have
a motion to recommit. So now it is dif-
ficult to know wherein to speak on the
bill. So let me speak very briefly at
this time, and hopefully I can come
back later and amplify a few of my re-
marks.
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Mr. Chairman, the original supple-
mental, as was requested, was $2.1 bil-
lion. As was pointed out, the House
Committee on Appropriations raised
this to $4.7 billion. Now, all of the add-
ons, over $2 billion, are all in the do-
mestic sector. The rule waives the
Budget Act, so why do we have a
Budget Act if every time when we get
in a tough bind, all we have got to do
is just waive it and do not have to
make it conform to the budget?

If the full amendment passes, the
1987 bipartisan summit amendment on
defense funding for fiscal year 1989 of
$229.5 will be totally violated. It means
nothing. We will go through a Budget
Act, we get our figures, we go to com-
mittee to try to mark up, and this to-
tally vitiates it.

In effect what we are doing here is
saying we do not pay half of all the
bills out of the defense. We are paying
two-thirds out of defense.

So, we go into serious negotiations.
We deal in good faith, and, as has been
pointed out when my leader, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]
spoke, what does this mean now?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

What does it mean to the defense, if
nothing else, if these cuts are put in
this late in the year?

Mr. Chairman, according to Secre-
tary Cheney the cuts would force him
to freeze permanent changing stations
disrupting plans of families and mili-
tary families. He would have to stop
payment on reenlistment bonuses
which would seriously reduce our abili-
ty to retain any skilled people, and he
would have to provide for the early re-
lease of 28,000 people scheduled to
leave the service between now and the
end of the fiscal year.

Mr. Chairman, this would have very
serious consequences. It is not fair. It
is abrogating agreements. It is taking
out of what we thought would be the
funding level of defense, putting it
over into the domestic sector when the
domestic sector is adding all of the
add-ons.

So, it is not fair, equitable. It is un-
warranted intrusion onto the agree-
ment and onto the defense budget,
and I would certainly vote against the
Foley amendment, and, if it passes,
vote against the bill.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
Roukemal for the purposes of a collo-
quy.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, 1
would like to address the distinguished
ranking member, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. ConTeEl. I would
hope that he will be able to clarify a
somewhat vague provision of this bill.
At least it is vague in terms of my
reading, and I would like to have it
clarified because I think there are po-
tential fiscal consequences here. It
concerns the provision of the bill relat-
ing to the Alaska oilspill.

Mr. Chairman, the provision, as I
understand it, would ensure that the
Interior Department is directly reim-
bursed for costs it specifically has in-
curred in the cleanup. My concern is
that the provision does not require
Exxon, or any other outside group, to
reimburse Interior. In my opinion the
provision as stated leaves open the
possibility that taxpayers may at some
time in the future be put in the posi-
tion of reimbursing Exxon or some
other entry for the cleanup once it is
concluded.

Mr. Chairman, we all know that the
final bill for this cleanup could be
monumental whether to Exxon or to
other parties, and I realize that this
provision only concerns the Interior
Department, which is only one of the
14 agencies involved. However, I think
most of my colleagues would agree
with me that Interior, the Coast
Guard, EPA, and other agencies in-
volved should be reimbursed by those
liable, whether criminally or civilly
liable, for damages. In no way do I be-
lieve that the taxpayers should possi-
bly be put in the position where they
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should have to subsidize what I consid-
er to be Exxon's reckless disregard for
the environment.

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, let us not
forget in a related issue that Exxon
under current law will have the luxury
of writing off its cleanup costs
anyway, but that is not at issue here.
Right now I would like a clarification
on the provision.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, this pro-
vision was inserted upon the request
of the subcommittee which I chair,
and the purpose of the amendment is
not to change the existing law in any
respect. If Exxon is liable for the spill,
Exxon remains liable for the spill, and
this language does not purport to deal
with that at all.

Mr. Chairman, the only purpose of
this language is to assure that the De-
partment of the Interior agencies,
which are advancing money for the
purpose of dealing with the oil spill,
are reimbursed for the funds they
have advanced rather than having the
reimbursement funds go back to the
general Treasury, which would be the
case in the event that this language
was not placed in the bill.

I repeat that whatever liability
Exxon had before remains with
Exxon. I would agree with the gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKE-
ma] that Exxon ought to pay all the
costs. It was a reprehensible act that
Exxon perpetrated, but trying to go
into the question of the liabilities that
are involved here is something beyond
the jurisdiction and purvey of our sub-
committee, and we did not deal with
that. Our only purpose was to make
sure that adequate funds were re-
placed for those that were used to deal
with the spill.

Mr. Chairman, does that satisfy the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
ROUKEMA]?

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YaTes]. I believe it does. Certain-
ly it is my understanding that we
cannot determine liabilities here, but
we can be certain on the legislative
record that there is no implication
here that the taxpayers are going to
foot this bill.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, as I un-
derstand this provision, it simply
allows the Interior Department to be
reimbursed directly for expenses in-
curred as a result of an oil spill clean-
up effort in Alaska. The provision also
expands the Department's emergency
transfer authority to include activities
related to the oil spills.

Simply put, this language set up a
mechanism for the Interior Depart-
ment to receive reimbursements from
any nonfederal party, but it does not
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preclude or address any determination
with respect to liability for the oil spill
in Alaska, and we are in total agree-
ment, myself and the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. YaTes], the chairman of
the committee and my good friend,
with the gentlewoman from New
Jersey [Mrs. Roukemal. We feel, both
of us, that the Exxon incident in
Valdez was an environmental night-
mare. Exxon should not be left off the
hook for one nickel. It was mentioned
that they are going to have writeoffs
of a lot of the expenses from their
Federal taxes. More so than that, they
are now going out there, and they and
other oil companies are raising the
price of gas at the pump, which is un-
conscionable for what they have done
to the environment in Alaska in not
only making the taxpayers pay for it,
but making the consumers of gasoline
pay for it.

Do not worry about this committee.
We are with the Interior Department
and against Exxon.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. ConTteEl, the ranking
member, and the author of the lan-
guage, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. YATES].

Mr, Chairman, I understand that we
cannot right all the wrongs in this bill,
but I am reasonably assured that we
are of one mind, and there is no loop-
hole here whereby the taxpayers are
going to be taking this bill.

Mr. CONTE. Not at all, not at all.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. OK; I thank the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
CoNTE].

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
TRAXLER].

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. WHiTTEN], the full committee
chairman, for offering me this time,
and I extend my appreciation to all
members of the Committee on Appro-
priations for the courtesies that they
have extended to me in the past week
or two in my first efforts of bringing
this subcommittee’s part of the bill to
the floor.

I would say to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. ConTE], my good
friend, that I am pleased he is not of-
fering his amendment. I would like to
tell him that I think his efforts in
acting as a mediator between the sup-
plemental appropriation bill’s support-
ers and the White House were to be
commended, and I think he was going
in the right direction, and with, per-
haps, a little more support from all
concerned we could have resolved our
problem here. I want him to know
that he is a terrific negotiator.

I like that preliminary agreement
that he had. It could have served as a
basis for a more comprehensive resolu-
tion of our problem.
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Mr. Chairman, what I am going to
try to do is give my colleagues the jus-
tification for what my responsibility,
the subcommittee’s responsibility, is
for the portion of the bill that we are
involved in. I hope this will not bore
my colleagues.
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Let me tell you that the bill provides
$1,438,418,000 in new budget authority
for Departments and Agencies under
the VA, HUD, and Independent Agen-
cies Subcommittee. That is a lot of
money.

Now, nearly 60 percent of that total,
or $843,793,000 is provided for the
VA's mandatory accounts, and every
one of you will vote for it. There will
not be one of you who will not. That is
the money that goes for compensation
and pensions, readjustment benefits,
and the VA loan guarantee revolving
fund. Every penny of that money—
now get this—every penny of that
money was requested by the President.

Now, the major discretionary item in
the bill is the VA medical care ac-
count. We have provided a total of
$340,125,000 there, again a substantial
sum. That is a very modest increase
above the President’s request of $303
million which he believes to be ade-
quate. We disagree with him on that
point. I think you would, too.

I want you to know that the VA
medical care account has already cut
medical personnel from what we con-
sider to be the bare minimum
number—from 194,720 to 191,000. The
fact is even to maintain that inad-
equate number of personnel, the VA
has had to borrow money from sup-
plies, from drugs, from equipment, and
S0 on.

Ask any veteran who has recently
gone to the medical services of the
Veterans' Administration and looked
for medical help.

It is not the fault of the agency.
They are simply and plainly under-
staffed in view of the demand for serv-
ices. Our veterans population is aging.
We are not going to have less services.
We are going to have more.

Let me say something else in connec-
tion with that. All of you have partici-
pated in the last 5 years in making
every effort to adequately fund the
VA medical care account. You have
voted for each year in the appropria-
tion bills some $200 million over the
President’'s request for VA medical
care each year, for a total of $1 billion
over the last 5 years more than what
the President of the United States had
requested for that purpose.

What you did do was to maintain
and fulfill the contract between this
Nation and its veterans. For that you
are to be commended. I am sure every
veteran and his family in this country
appreciates that effort on your part.
That was over and above what the
President requested. That was not a
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budget buster. That was taken from
other accounts within the budget so as
not to exceed the President’s total.

Now, if we do not get this money,
the VA cannot go on much longer
without cutting personnel. I want to
tell you, they will have to begin to
reduce staff. They are draining their
resources now. As long as we are
making progress, they will cooperate.

My judgment is you are looking at
nothing later than the end of this
month when they are going to have to
begin reductions.

We have got to get this bill to the
President as soon as possible. You all
agree that this supplemental is neces-
sary in this regard. I want to pledge
my cooperation to speed it along and
do anything I can to expedite.

There is another aspect of the bill
that I think is important, and that has
to do with the question of the addi-
tions, besides the VA medical care
they are an important portion of the
bill.

The bill contains $153.5 million for
homeless programs, and $88 million
for public housing operating subsidies,
including $8 million for increased secu-
rity measures in public housing
projects.

Now, the President on a number of
occasions, you remember this, you
were all in this room when he talked
to us. Remember the State of the
Union Address? Those were not hollow
insincere words.

You remember his inaugural ad-
dress, gentler and kinder. He meant it.
I took him at his word. I will bet that
you did, too. Is there anybody here
who thought that the President of the
United States was a liar? Raise your
hands. Let me see it. Not one of you.
We took him at his word and all Amer-
ica did, too. We felt better for it and
for what he represents and for what
he stood for on those occasions.

We are going to help him fulfill
those commitments to the American
people. This bill contains some of the
fulfillment of those commitments.
What are they?

Well, I will tell you exactly what
they are in my portion of the bill. This
portion of the bill that I am speaking
of, the VA-HUD-independent agencies
portion, $30 million for the VA medi-
cal care account for homeless veterans
who need that. I bet you are all for
that.

There is $73 million for HUD's
Emergency Shelter Grants Program,
$5 million for the HUD Single Room
Occupancy Homeless Program; $20
million for the HUD Transitional and
Supportive Housing Demonstration
Programs; $10 million for HUD's Sup-
plemental Assistance for Facilities to
Assist the Homeless;, and $15 million
for FEMA in their Emergency Food
and Shelter Program, an ongoing pro-
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gram, an excellent program. No one
would disagree with that $15 million.

I want to tell you, when we had our
hearing, the Secretary of HUD-—I
want you to pay attention to this, hear
this now—the Secretary of HUD, a
former distinguished Member of this
body and a former member of the Ap-
propriations Committee, a very fine
gentleman, commended the Congress
for those additions to the supplemen-
tal appropriations bill. His name is
Jack Kemp. He is now the Secretary
of HUD and he is committed to keep-
ing hope alive. His statements to us
were that this was needed, important,
and he thanked us for it. It is on the
hearing record.

1 recognize, Mr. Chairman, that
OMB is not in support of this addi-
tional funding for the homeless and
the drug programs.

We are taking care of the offsets in
the Foley amendment. That is agony.
That is pain. We do not like to make
these kinds of choices.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 additional minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. TRAXLER. I just want to say,
Mr. Chairman, that I think given our
budget constraint problems, our ef-
forts in that regard, that the Foley
amendment will fully take care of the
issue of the budgetary concerns here.

I know that some of my friends on
the other side of the aisle have prob-
lems with defense offsets or cuts.

Think about this. In Monday's New
York Times, the German Government
just reversed a decision to extend com-
pulsory military service from 15
months to 18 months. The conse-
quences of that are this. The German
Armed Forces will be reduced 20 per-
cent—get this, reduced by 20 percent
by the year 1993.

Now, think about that. They are on
the front lines with the “Evil Empire,”
and that is what they are doing. Why
should we spend billions, to defend
them when they are reducing their
armed forces by 20 percent. I think we
can stand half a percent cut in defense
and so do the American people.

I hope you will support the Foley
amendment and then endorse the ini-
tiatives that President Bush has chal-
lenged us to be for.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SoLomoN].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

As the former ranking Republican
on the Veterans' Affairs Committee,
let me just say to my good friend, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. TrRax-
LER], I certainly appreciate as a veter-
an all that the gentleman is doing on
the Appropriations Committee for the
veterans of this Nation.
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As I have said to the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN], I
have a great deal of respect for him.

The truth of the matter is, if you
really want to help the veterans of
this Nation, you will not do it by
voting for the Foley amendment. You
will not do it by voting for this supple-
mental.

President Bush is going to veto the
supplemental as it stands now. If the
Foley substitute prevails, he is going
to veto that. That means that we are
going to go back to the drawing board,
and that means that the veterans in
the hospitals throughout this Nation,
all 172 of them, are not going to get
the moneys they need right today in
this dire supplemental.
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I think
the fault is not that of the Congress
providing the funds. The fault would
be that of the President in vetoing the
bill.

Mr. SOLOMON. It will not be the
fault of the President for vetoing the
bill. It will be our fault for being irre-
sponsible.

Let me just read the Members a
letter from a very distinguished gen-
tleman.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, does the
gentleman believe that the Congress is
irresponsible for putting in the money
for the veterans?

Mr. SOLOMON. No. I believe the
Congress is irresponsible for putting in
all of these other add-ons in the
Christmas tree that I spoke about ear-
lier. That is with no disrespect to the
chairman. He is a very good chairman.

Mr. Chairman, let me read a letter
from another distinguished former
Member of this House whom we all
love and respect and admire, and have
said so on this floor, Ed Derwinski. Let
me read the last paragraph of his
letter which says: “The President is
clearly committed to a supplemental
funding request for veterans' health
care programs.” This section of the
bill is not a part of the legislative dis-
pute.

Mr. Chairman, we are not disputing
at all. We want it. We want it today.
We would like to vote for it today.

The truth of the matter is that we
had 30 Democrats on this side of the
aisle vote against the rule. We had a
100-percent vote on our side against
the rule. If Members stick with that
and if we have to sustain the veto, we
will come back immediately with the
veterans’ programs that we need so
badly, so those of the Members who
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support a strong national defense,
please vote against the Foley amend-
ment; please vote against the supple-
mental, and let us send the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN], and
our good friend, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. ConTel, back to
the drawing board with all of the sub-
committee chairmen, and let us do it
right, right for the veterans.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBeyl, a member of
the committee,

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
simply like to bring to the attention of
the House a number of items in the
Foreign Operations section of the bill.
That section provides $100 million for
refugees, very largely for Soviet refu-
gees because we have about twice the
number of Soviet refugees being let
out of the Soviet Union than the ad-
ministration had expected at the be-
ginning of the fiscal year. We also pro-
vide the peacekeeping money which
the administration requested for a
number of regions of the world, and
we provide assistance to the democrat-
ic forces who are trying to now partici-
pate in the new Polish elections under
that remarkable changed situation
which is occurring in Poland.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge Mem-
bers not to vote against this bill with
the Foley amendment, because anyone
who does will greatly delay our ability
to deal with all three of those prob-
lems, and those Polish elections, for
instance, are not going to wait until we
solve a parliamentary debate on the
floor of the House of Representatives;
neither will the need of Soviet refu-
gees and neither will the need to have
our peacekeeping forces in place to
assure that we can prevent some seri-
ous problems in a number of areas
around the world.

I understand what the game plan is
by some people in the House. The
game plan is that since they did not
win the vote on the rule they plan to
vote against the Foley amendment,
which will fully pay for every item in
this bill, and then having voted
against the amendment that would
have made this bill fiscally neutral,
they will then have an excuse, I guess,
to vote against the bill. I guess that
means they think that it is OK to pay
for funding the Contras but it is not
OK to meet our needs to the homeless,
it is not OK to fully fund the war on
drugs that we said we were going to
fight a year ago.

It is so ironie, and it is so cynical, to
see this House year after year through
the same device: What we see people
doing in this House is during the elec-
tion year they say, “Oh, are we against
drugs, oh, oh, do we want to fight
drugs,” but then the minute the elec-
tion passes, they say, “Well, gee whiz,
we cannot afford it. The budget
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summit is more important than the
drug war,” and then they suggest that
we cut at least in half Mr. SmiTH'S sub-
committee’s effort to fully fund the
war on drugs.

The administration had no objection
whatsoever in suggesting that in order
to fund their priorities we cut across
the board on the domestic side of the
budget, that we cut previous domestic
appropriations by 1 full percent, but
somehow they suggest that it is not
fair if we are going to require the Pen-
tagon to share in that reduction. I
would simply point out, as I did a few
moments earlier, that the summit
which we agreed to 2 years ago provid-
ed for defense spending of $294 billion
on the outlay side. The President's
budget today provides for that same
fiscal year for defense outlays of
$298.3 billion, which is a $4.3 billion
overrun.

Mr. Chairman, all the Foley amend-
ment does is to reduce that overrun by
$1.2 billion in outlays. That still leaves
us $3 billion over the target of the
summit for outlays.

I would suggest that if Members
vote “no” on Foley today they will
delay the needed help for veterans,
they will delay the needed help for
Soviet refugees, they will delay the
crucial help in assisting democratic
forces in Poland. And I guess what we
will be told then is that unless we are
kinder and gentler to the Pentagon,
we have to skip meeting everybody
else’s needs. I do not happen to agree
with that.

The Foley amendment fully pays for
all programs in this bill including vet-
erans' health care, refugees, all of it.
It pays for all of the discretionary in-
creases in spending in the supplemen-
tal. It is fiscally responsible. It is bal-
anced, because it asks the Pentagon to
share in the squeeze along with every-
body else in this society.

Unless Members support Foley in
support of this bill, they are voting
against the homeless, they are voting
against a full-fledged war on drugs,
they are voting against dealing with
the problems of the Soviet refugees,
and they are voting against assisting
our democratic allies in Poland at the
only time that it matters.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN], a member of
the committee.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my distinguished colleague for giving
me this opportunity to discuss the dire
consequences of this bill (H.R. 2072) to
the people of my district in New
Mexico and to all Americans.

White Sands Missile Range—located
in southern New Mexico—is home to
one of the finest technology centers in
the United States. Americans are far
more secure today because of the
many defense technologies researched,
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tested, and developed at White Sands
for over 40 years.

One such program is seriously af-
fected by the legislation we are delib-
erating today. I speak of the midin-
frared advanced chemical laser—also
known as the MIRACL laser.

The MIRACL laser was built 6 years
ago as part of the high energy laser
systems test facility. When coupled to
a telescopelike beam director called
Skylite, it can be aimed at moving tar-
gets. In tests, the laser has shot down
missiles and drone aircraft. The U.S.
Space Command recently announced
plans to upgrade the laser so that it
can be tested as an antisatellite
weapon for star wars applications.

Section 205, if enacted into law,
would have the effect of putting the
MIRACL Program—as some have al-
ready stated—in mothballs.

This legislation addressed in this sec-
tion is hardly classified as a dire emer-
gency. However, if it's passed, it will
create a dire emergency in New
Mexico and to the future of America’s
defense technology.

While I can understand the concerns
expressed by some of my colleagues
over hesitations to produce and deploy
Asat weaponry, the research and test-
ing of such programs must continue.
MIRACL has already proven a success
in its early stages.

Congress can make decisions on pro-
duction and deployment at a later
time, but let us give MIRACL's testing
a chance.

This Chamber should have the op-
portunity to devise a supplemental ap-
propriations bill that addresses Ameri-
ca's true dire emergencies, nothing
more, nothing less.

Even though this bill contains many
important provisions for our veterans,
our homeless and others, I cannot sup-
port this bill because of the severe im-
plications of section 205 to New
Mexico and this Nation.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. ConTE] has 4
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] has 2
minutes remaining.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Flori-
da [Mr. JaMEs].

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, here we
are again, yet another underhanded,
irresponsible effort to avoid fiscal ac-
countability.

Yes, Virginia, there is a Christmas
and it comes every day in Congress.

What started out as a dire emergen-
cy measure has eroded into a Christ-
mas tree, with so many unnecessary
and abusive ornaments that the tree
now looks remarkably like some of my
colleagues’ favorite brand of tree, the
much talked about continuing resolu-
tion.

Where is this all going to end?

When is this body going to stop
abusing the legislative process and
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abusing the American people and re-
store honesty and integrity to the
process?

We have dire and urgent needs to
address.

We woefully need immediate supple-
mental funding for veterans’ medical
care and for nationwide firefighting
costs, but the Democratic leadership
has endangered the well-being of 27
million American veterans, millions of
acres of American property, and the
lives of thousands of firefighters by
loading up this measure to conform to
their own private political needs.

The administration requested $2.2
billion in emergency funding. The Ap-
propriations Committee unilaterally
inflated it to $5 billion.

The administration asked for $627
million in emergency discretionary
funding. The committee fattened that
request up to $2.2 billion.

Included in that total is $250 million
for Japanese internment payments.
That is a emergency need? Those pay-
ments cannot even be made in this
year. They have thrown in $800 mil-
lion for drugs and $88 million for
public housing subsidies, most of
which cannot be spent this year.

This is a vulgar abuse of the system.

Through chicanery, they are trying
to bypass the budgeting process by
frontloading next year’s budget in
order to avoid spending limits.

When will this gimmickry and deceit
end?

Let us stop it right now.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I was
going to ask that the gentleman's
words be taken down, but on the as-
sumption he does not understand the
rules, I will not.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, how
much time remains on each side?

The CHAIRMAN. Currently there
are 2 minutes remaining on each side.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve my time to close debate.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN].

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I
cannot believe that the first crack out
of the box, the first bill that involves
fiscal responsibility that we have on
the floor of this House that we are
going to go out and break the summit
agreement and be fiscally irresponsi-
ble. The worst thing that we as a body
can do is to send a message by break-
ing the summit agreement the first
time out of the box. No one will ever
believe it, no one will ever believe we
have the intestinal fortitude to control
our propensity to spend money. The
financial markets will not believe it,
our trading partners will not believe it,
no one will believe we have the intesti-
nal fortitude to do something about
our spending.
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A lot is being said about drugs here.
Let me talk about that for a moment
from the standpoint of the ranking
member on the Select Committee on
Narcotics Abuse and Control.

First, we have not been stingy in
fighting the drug war. In 1986 we pro-
vided $2.2 billion for fighting the drug
war. In 1988 we provided $3.8 billion to
fight the drug war, and in 1989 we in-
tended a total of $5.3 billion to fight
the drug war, and in 1990 the Presi-
dent has asked for $5.9 billion to fight
the drug war. We are not being stingy
in fighting the drug war.

Let me say second that we do not
solve the drug problem just by throw-
ing money at it. We solve it by doing
something that is tough, and by taking
tough measures to apprehend, to try
and to incarcerate criminals, to punish
the purchasers as well as the pushers,
to have drug testing, to do what Secre-
tary Kemp and Director Bennett are
going to try to get tough in our hous-
ing projects. We just do not throw
money at it, and the American people
do not want us to just throw money at
it. They want us to get tough.

What the President has proposed
are those things that have a dire need
for additional money. We should go
with the President. We should go with
what the President has proposed and
not simply load everything into the
bill and be fiscally irresponsible again.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
WEeissl.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this bill, and espe-
cially the provision providing for fund-
ing for the Japanese-Americans in-
terned during the Second World War.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to express my
strong support for the provision in this meas-
ure which helps to redress the wrongs perpe-
trated by our Government against American
citizens of Japanese descent during World
War Il. The bill appropriates $250 million to
fund the program authorized by the Civil Liber-
ties Act of 1988, which was passed by both
Houses of Congress last year.

The internment policy undertaken by the
U.S. Government during World War |l was a
tragic error. The policy authorized U.S. Army
troops to round up thousands of Japanese-
Americans on the west coast and force them
into relocation camps. This disgraceful pro-
gram was not motivated by reason, it was
driven by wartime hysteria and racial preju-
dice.

During my assignment as a member of the
United States Army to Japan in 1946-47, |
met a number of Japanese-Americans who
had fled the United States and returned to
Japan because of their mistreatment here.
That people should emigrate from the United
States to flee persecution demonstrates how
far the United States Government had strayed
from the principles upon which this Nation
was founded.

Mr. Chairman, there is no adequate financial
compensation for the fundamental violation of
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civil liberties and the humiliation that these in-
dividuals suffered. However, the payments to
the surviving internees funded by this legisla-
tion are a symbol of the strong affirmation by
this Government that a terrible mistake was
made which will never be repeated.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the remaining time.

Mr. Chairman, may I say to my col-
leagues that we did everything that we
could to help the President justify
signing this bill. He was unaware, and
the debate has not called attention to
this, but after talking to him I pointed
out to him that the money for drugs
remains available until expended,
which means that any expenditure
will be worked out between the White
House and the Congress. I do not
know how we can protect anybody
more than that.

The second thing we have here is
transfer of money between accounts.

The third one that we have in here
is to protect the House, when we go to
conference on supplementals. In the
97th Congress, 1st session, we had 432
Senate amendments; in the 97th Con-
gress, 2d session, 183 amendments; in
the 98th Congress, 1st session, 254
amendments and in the second session
of the 98th Congress 216 amendments,
and so on. If we had not put urgent
supplemental items in here, and they
are not in here unless additional
money is made available, then we have
no way to protect our position in the
conference with the Senate.

I repeat again, the President is right
in the middle of handling this drug
money because we keep it available
until expended. The other thing is we
transfer funds from existing authority
to these purposes, and the other thing
we put in here is more money so that
we can protect the House in the con-
ference with the Senate. I do not be-
lieve any Member could do better than
that, and no one on the other side of
the aisle has offered anything nearly
as good.

Ms. LONG. Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposi-
tion to the bill H.R. 2072, the Supplemental
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 1989. The
legislation totals $4.7 billion, a full $2.6 billion
more than what was requested by the admin-
istration. There is much that has been added
to the request that | support. | favor the ap-
propriations for antidrug programs, for guaran-
teed student loans, for veterans' benefits,
trade adjustment assistance, and the Federal
Aviation Administration operations. | would be
pleased to support these items as contained
in the bill. However, this measure goes far
beyond just those increases.

Mr. Chairman, the people of the Fourth
Congressional District of Indiana did not send
me to Washington to vote for large spending
bills. Every day, thousands of people in my
district and across this Nation get their pay
checks and pay their bills, all without running
a deficit. The Federal Government should do
no less than average working men and
women.
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Mr. Chairman, while | have only been a
Member of Congress for a short time, | think |
already know when we are living beyond our
means. In the final analysis this supplemental
appropriations bill just won't help our Nation
balance our books. It is just too rich for me
and for the people | represent in the Fourth
Congressional District of Indiana.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, | am
aware that the major issues of today's debate
concern broad questions of budget limits, off-
sets, defense versus domestic programs—all
measured in billions of dollars. | am very inter-
ested in those questions and what my col-
leagues have to say about them, of course.

But in the context of those macroissues, we
are also engaged in a weighing of priorities for
Federal funding, and | have asked for a few
moments of the House's time to offer my
views on one program in particular—the air
traffic controllers’ incentive pay demonstration
project.

If ever there was a case for the creation of
a new program on short order, this is it. | don’t
care if you call it “dire,” “emergency,”
“urgent,” or even '‘technical correction”—we
need this program and we need it now.

Late last year, after a frightening number of
near misses in the Chicago airspace, the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration issued an action
plan for air safety in Chicago. A major part of
that plan was the drafting of a pay demonstra-
tion project to help the FAA attract the best
people to the hardest posts.

As sent up by the administration, the FAA's
project would have provided up to 20 percent
in bonus pay for controllers at facilities at four
facilities for 5 years. The airspaces involved
would have been Chicago, New York, Los An-
geles, and Oakland. The price tag for the FAA
proposal was $7 million.

As amended by the Appropriations Commit-
tee, the project was reduced to 10 percent in-
centive pay for one airspace for 2 years. The
new price tag: $2 million.

The only good thing about this change was
that the committee picked the airspace with
the greatest need—Chicago—for which | am
grateful. Nevertheless, Mr. Chairman, | think
the project has been reduced to the point
where it will not help in recruiting or retention.

A report released today by the General Ac-
counting Office states that the “FAA believes
the key to further improvement [in air traffic
control problems] rests with the success of
FAA's project to increase pay at O'Hare and
other facilities.”

The GAO report goes on to say that “the
FAA anticipates that the project will result in
‘full and stable employment * * *; more expe-
rienced employees occupying safety-related
positions; higher levels of full-performance-
level employees; and the reduced use of over-
time." "

These are the very goals of the FAA action
plan to meet an emergency understaffing
need but the cut in the project will deny that
need.

Slashing the scope of the program like this
has, in my opinion, created a token project—it
appears that we're trying to do something
about the air traffic control problem. In reality,
cutting the incentive differential in half, and
shortening the guarantee of its availability to 2
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years, simply will not attract the topnotch
ATC's we need to apply for—or remain at—
our most stressful airports.

What we need to do is sweeten the pot to
make it worthwhile for these highly skilled
public servants to move themselves and their
families to the very jobs they have worked
hard to avoid or escape.

The mere rumor that we might enact a
meaningful demonstration project resulted in
an amazing increase in applications for the
O'Hare TRACON, for example. However, as
doubts have spread about our commitment
and our will to help, transfer applications have
dropped out of sight. And who can blame
them.

The arguments in favor of cutting the FAA's
proposal are in the committee report accom-
panying this bill, and | find them wholly inad-
equate.

One argument is that, with a 20-percent dif-
ferential, the pay of air traffic controllers will
be equal or close to that of other, more senior
public officials.

| don't want to drag us back to January's
pay raise debate, but the fact that Assistant
Secretaries are underpaid is a direct result of
our failure to do the right thing. How many
times do we have to shoot ourselves in the
foot?

Another committee argument is that it does
not take 5 years to assess a pilot project, so
let's cut it to 2. The 5 years is probably not
necessary to see if the project helps in recruit-
ment and retention; but that's not why the
project should be 5 years long. If the guaran-
teed availability of the incentive pay does not
extend for some meaningful period of time,
then nobody is going to bite.

Mr. Chairman, | do believe that the commit-
tee's action is well-intentioned. | am sure it
sees the cuts it has made to this proposal to
be a much-needed part of the overall con-
gressional effort to control spending.

Yet, even with that in mind, we cannot lose
sight of the consequences of misjudgment at
this critical time in air safety. And we all know
how unforgiving mistakes in matters of air
safety can be.

In conclusion, let me express out loud my
hope that the administration’'s proposal fares
better in the Senate and that the House man-
agers in the conference will take that opportu-
nity to let the air traffic controller incentive pay
project work.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, | rise to ex-
press my strong concern over the cutbacks in
the Federal Aviation Administration’s pro-
posed pay demonstration program made by
the Committee on Appropriations.

The administration had requested a $7 mil-
lion fiscal year 1989 supplemental to begin
providing a 20-percent pay differential to air
traffic controllers and other important safety
personnel at certain critically understaffed fa-
cilities in New York, Chicago, and California.
This 20-percent differential is very much
needed to attract experienced controllers to
the FAA air traffic facilities that handle the
most traffic and are coincidentally in high-
cost-of-living areas.

FAA has had a longstanding problem at-
tracting experienced controllers to these facili-
ties and the impact on our air transportation
system has been significant. Simply put, not

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

as much traffic can be moved without more
people. The results are delays, inconvenience,
and, from time to time, safety problems.

The committee bill limits the pay project to
the Chicago facilities and limits the differential
to 10 percent, thereby leaving critical New
York and California facilities without any relief
to the ongoing staffing problems. Air traffic
delays on the east and west coast will contin-
ue to be neglected and will grow worse as
traffic demand goes up.

This lack of funding is a major shortcoming
in the bill before us, and | hope it can be rem-
edied.

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of H.R. 2072, the emer-
gency supplemental. | am particularly pleased
that H.R. 2072 includes $250 million for re-
dress to Japanese-Americans who were in-
terned during World War II.

The internment of Japanese-Americans
during the Second World War is one of the
most reprehensible episodes in our Nation's
history. | was very proud to join my colleagues
last session when we voted to provide redress
to victim's of this terrrible injustice.

Unfortunately, despite the broad bipartisan
support demonstrated for this legislation last
session, the Reagan and Bush administrations
have been reluctant to fund the redress pro-
gram. The Civil Liberties Act authorizes $500
million in fiscal year 1990 for compensation
for Americans of Japanese ancestry who were
forcibly interned during World War Il. | was
deeply disappointed when President Reagan
included only $20 million for redress in his
final budget, and President Bush did not cor-
rect this in his subsequent budget refine-
ments. However, | was very pleased when the
Appropriations Committee acted to include
$250 million for redress in the emergency sup-
plemental.

It is urgent that the redress program be
promptly and fully funded. It is an overdue
gesture of apology to the thousands of men,
women, and children whose lives were dis-
rupted and who lost their homes, jobs, and
possessions as a result of their internment.
Many of the internees are now elderly, and as
Congress delays funding, fewer of the intern-
ees will survive to benefit from the redress
program. As a result, in this case justice de-
layed may truly be justice denied.

| urge my colleagues to join me in support-
ing H.R. 2072.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of this bill as it relates to veterans
health care. | want to thank the chairman of
the full committee, Mr. WHITTEN, and the able
ranking minority member, Mr. CONTE, for the
action they have taken to meet the pressing
needs of the Department of Veterans Affairs.

| also want to commend the new chairman
of the Subcommittee on VA-HUD-Independent
Agencies, my good friend BoB TRAXLER, of
Michigan, and the ranking minority member,
Mr. GREEN, for the speedy action they have
taken to help move this legislation to the floor
of the House. The first hearing Mr. TRAXLER
held as chairman was on the need for the VA
supplemental, and | was privileged to join him
at that hearing. The gentleman from Michigan
has been a friend of veterans for many, many
years, and | speak for all of my colleagues in
expressing our pleasure that he is the chair-
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man of the subcommittee handling the new
Department’s appropriations.

This measure includes $701 million in funds
to pay compensation and pension benefits to
milions of veterans with service-connected
disabilities and to surviving spouses of veter-
ans who died while serving their country or of
a service-connected disability. It also includes
$22 million in supplemental funding for veter-
ans readjustment benefits and $120 million for
the loan guaranty revolving fund, which pays
claims to lenders on defaulted housing loans.
| am also pleased that the committee included
$24.9 million for the general operating ex-
penses account, which will be used to avoid
further cutbacks in employment in the Veter-
ans' Benefits Administration [VBA] and to re-
store to the National Cemetery System funds
which were reprogrammed earlier this year to
VBA.

This amount will also permit increased staff-
ing in the Office of General Counsel to ac-
commodate workload generated by the cre-
ation of a new court of veterans appeals.
Funds of $3.1 million are included in the bill to
allow the court to begin its operations by Sep-
tember 1, 1989. The $370 million for veterans
health care will serve to replenish equipment
and nonrecurring maintenance accounts, pro-
vide additional personnel to medical centers
to support additional outpatient workload,
allow the activation of recently refurbished or
constructed treatment facilities, and permit an
increase in the community nursing home pa-
tient census, which has fallen by more than
25 percent.

It was less than 2 months ago that mem-
bers of the House and Senate Committees on
Veterans' Affairs and members of the Appro-
priations Subcommittee on VA-HUD-Independ-
ent Agencies met with OMB Director Darman
and Secretary Derwinski to talk about the
urgent need for a supplemental appropriation
for veterans health care. This supplemental
goes a long way to resolve the crisis we dis-
cussed at that meeting. Although it will not
allow the VA to restore all of the service cut-
backs which have taken place since the be-
ginning of this fiscal year, it will prevent further
cutbacks in employment and services for the
remainder of this year. Without this supple-
mental, even more drastic action would have
to be taken and such action would adversely
affect thousands of our Nation's deserving
veterans.

| support the supplemental appropriation
that is proposed for veterans health care, and
| urge my colleagues to support it. We need to
act now. The longer we delay action, the more
veterans that will be denied health care.

| want to remind my colleagues that the
funds contained in this supplemental for veter-
ans health care will only be available until the
end of this fiscal year. The Department of Vet-
erans Affairs will be forced to make another
round of health care cutbacks affecting hun-
dreds of thousands of veterans if the Con-
gress does not provide sufficient funds in the
budget resolution for veterans health care for
fiscal year 1990, which we will be considering
next week.

According to a recent Congressional Budget
Office [CBO] estimate, the annual cost of the
health care services we are funding in this
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supplemental is $500 million. Thus, we need
to add this amount in fiscal year 1990 to con-
tinue providing the health care services which
the funds included in this bill will cover in
1989. | hope the budget summit agreement
will not restrict the House from raising the
level of health care funds to the amount
needed during the next fiscal year. | say this
because it makes no sense to vote for this
supplemental, and then to approve a budget
resolution which will require further cutbacks
in veterans health care 5 months from now.

We cannot expect the Department to wisely
and efficiently spend the scarce resources
which we provide to it if its spending authority
is in a constant state of uncertainty. | call this
matter to your attention since the Budget
Committee is meeting this week to agree on a
funding level for all programs in fiscal year
1990. | urge my colleagues to get in touch
with the Budget Committee and encourage
the committee to bring the funding level up to
the level CBO estimates will be required to
continue a current services budget for the
next fiscal year. At this point, Mr. Chairman, |
ask that the estimate the committee received
from the Congressional Budget Office be in-
serted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
Subject: Medical Care Estimate.

This morning you asked me to estimate
what the 1990 baseline would be for VA
Medical Care if a supplemental of $462 mil-
lion were included in the 1989 base. The
$462 million assumed supplemental level is
the sum of $432 million, which the VA says
would be the annualized amount associated
with the $340 million supplemental ordered
reported by House Appropriations, plus the
$30 million McKinney supplemental, also
ordered reported. The estimate is shown
below:

1989

1989 199 1990
current assumed revised revised
baseine P gctimate  estimate

462,000 11,004,546 11803476

0 1283480 1525942
397320 9463910 10,150,989

397,320 10,747,390 11,676,931

To my knowledge, the veterans' health care
system has not faced a situation like the one
it now faces since the end of World War II.
We have been talking for more than 10 years
now about the impending surge of veterans
from that war who will increasingly turn to the
Department of Veterans Affairs for health
care. Well, as we speak, that increase in
demand has occurred. Monthly application for
medical care reached a new high in January
1989. But the funds to provide the care being
demanded were not requested by the previ-
ous administration.

Mr. Chairman, we're way behind the curve
on this problem and I'm not sure we'll ever
catch up. In the past four budgets, the admin-
istration has requested funds to build a total
of 120 nursing home beds. That's 30 beds a
year to meet the needs of over 6 million veter-
ans who are now over the age of 65. Instead
of converting underutilized hospital beds to
meet the demand for nursing home beds, the
Department of Veterans Affairs is simply shut-
ting these beds down. Since the beginning of
this fiscal year, the Department has reduced
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the number of veterans being cared for in
community nursing homes at VA expense by
over 25 percent. This is a reduction of 3,300
veterans. Across the country, nursing home
beds are being closed. Veterans who previ-
ously were provided nursing home care at De-
partment expense are simply told that some-
one else will have to pay for their care. In ad-
dition, the Department has told thousands of
eligible veterans that they should seek medi-
cal care from other providers. If this isn't a
crisis, | don’t know what is.

Recently, Dr. Donald Custis, the former
Chief Medical Director of the Department's
Veterans' Health Service and Research Ad-
ministration and Mr. Frank Morrone, a former
budget officer, furnished me with their
thoughts and analysis on the impending crisis.
| believe that they are a very accurate descrip-
tion of what is going on with regard to the
Federal budget for health care. There follows
excerpts from their excellent analysis:

THE FEDERAL HEALTH BUDGET AND HEALTH

CARE FOR VETERANS—F1scAL YEAR 1990
INTRODUCTION

This paper is an update of an article with
the same title that appeared in the January
1989 issue of Paraplegia News. Much of the
new information included has its basis in
the FY 1990 President's Budget.

It is clear that the national budget deficit
problems are driving health policy as well as
policy in many other major domestic pro-
gram areas. The efforts to reduce the feder-
al deficit force reductions in funding neces-
sary to support operating programs at their
current levels. Since these reductions are
usually arbitrary they are made irrespective
of the direct and indirect impact on the ulti-
mate beneficiary. Because of the lack of
necessary funds the major issues of health-
care in the U.S. have been inadequately ad-
dressed in the FY 1990 budget proposals
presented to Congress. The result is dis-
jointed health policy where decisions are in-
fluenced most by the mechanisms that
would be most effective in contributing to
cost reduction—shortrun solutions rather
that longer term strategies for change.

COMPONENTS OF FEDERAL HEALTH BUDGET
Medicare

The Administration budget proposes $5
billion in savings in Medicare outlays for FY
1990. The savings can be categorized as fol-
lows:

DRG update factor would be limited to
the hospital market basket increase less 2.5
percent.

Capital payments would be limited to 18
percent below cost.

The indirect medical education payment
would be reduced by almost half the current
rate.

Savings of $1 billion in Part B physician
payments.

The continuing annual effort to control
costs by reducing the prospective medicare
budget requirements by billions of dollars
has had a profound effect on the private
health care economy. Hospitals continue to
close or reduce services in growing numbers
(81 hospitals affected in 1988 in 27 states).
Many of the hospitals that cannot continue
to operate are found in small towns and
rural areas and are of 200 bed size or small-
er. Such facilities are in locales where alter-
natives for hospital care may not exist in or
near the community.

The principal factor in these closures are
the numbers of patients hospitalized, the
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level of third party reimbursement for epi-
sodes of ecare, length of stay and the ability
of the hospital to control or reduce its oper-
ating costs. Smaller hospitals have a more
difficult time controlling costs because
many are built in and cannot be reduced
further and, with dropping patient census
and fewer patients, the income, which must
be spread over fewer patient days is inad-
equate under the medicare payment system.
Further aggravating this situation are a va-
riety of other factors such as the competi-
tion for nurses and their increased costs to
hospitals, a problem that is national in
scope and beyond the control of hospitals.

The impact of the medicare reductions
over the past several years has forced major
changes on the health care scene making
medical care much less accessible to larger
segments of the population. A preliminary
analysis by the Prospective Payment Assess-
ment Commission (PROPAC) indicates that
more than 509% of all hospitals will lose
money treating medicare patients in FY
1989 further aggravating an environment of
decreasing amounts of uncompensated care
availability.

During the past several years Part B (phy-
sicians services) costs have risen dramatical-
ly—15 percent growth in Part B costs last
year. Although the shift from inpatient to
outpatient care forced by the prospective
payment system (DRG's) might seem to be
an underlying cause, this is apparently only
a minor factor. The 400 percent increase in
physician costs between 1976 and 1986 is
primarily due to volume growth of 6 per-
cent/year—9 percent/year recently. The
reasons for this volume growth are:

The aging of the population which brings
about higher utilization because of more
frequent episodes of acute illness and more
chronice illness.

The growth in the number of physicians—
making physician care more accessible.

Increased income of a sizeable portion of
the elderly.

Technological advances—more technology
available for use in diagnosis and treatment.

Shift from inpatient care to outpatient
care.

Part B premiums that the elderly must
pay will be increased further in FY 1990 and
future years if proposals are enacted to
move them to a level designed to cover 28%
or 299 of costs rather than the 259% of costs
covered currently. This is becoming more of
a burden to the many who already are expe-
riencing enormous annual out of pocket
costs for health care.

Medicaid

The inadequate funding of this program
continues in the FY 1990 budget proposals.
The new administration is proposing to
cover children and pregnant women under a
medicaid expansion. The program, however,
does not address the real problem of the one
million people who are denied care each
year because they cannot pay for medical
care nor does it address the 14 million indi-
viduals who need health care but do not
seek it because they know they cannot
afford it.

In this context it should be noted that:

The percentage of individuals who did not
visit a doctor in the past year increased
from 19% in 1982 to 33% in 1986.

30 percent of low income pregnant women
received no health care during their first
trimester.

30 percent of black and hispanic hyperten-
sive had not had a blood pressure check
within one year.
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Most recent estimates indicate that 16
percent of the population of the U.S. is un-
insured—or 37 million individuals and the
number is growing as more individuals fail
to meet the increasingly stringent medicaid
criteria for eligibility.

Of the 37 million 75 percent are workers
and their families who are not provided
medical care insurance by their employers
and who are not eligible for medicaid. It is
further estimated that one out of five chil-
dren in the U.S. are not covered by health
care insurance.

Veterans medical care

The FY 1990 budget proposal for the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs (DVA) falls
far below the funding level necessary to pro-
vide quality health care to eligible needy
veterans. Veterans will be denied care in in-
creasing numbers and those veterans who
are least able to help themselves will lose
access to care that is essential to their well
being. The safety net for medically indigent
veterans is disappearing and the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs is no longer able to
assure that all needy veterans can or will re-
ceive medical care. The following summa-
rizes the impact of the FY 1990 funding pro-
posal for the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs medical programs:

Medical care

By all accounts, the DVA medical care
program has suffered a severe shortfall of
funding in FY 1989 that has been docu-
mented at about $620 million for health
care and an additional deficiency for the
medical equipment purchase backlog that
approximates $1 billion. This shortfall is
not addressed in the FY 1990 budget but at
this writing is being addressed as an FY
1989 supplemental appropriation issue. The
new Secretary of the Department of Veter-
ans Affairs has requested supplemental sup-
port for FY 1989 and additional funding for
FY 1990—but at levels far below that which
could be considered adequate. The details of
this Department of Veterans Affairs admit-
ted shortfall were extensively documented
in hearings held by the House ! and Senate
Veterans Affairs committees on September
T and 9, 1988 respectively.

The budget proposes reductions in Com-
munity Nursing Home Care for veterans. A
reduction of 3449 average daily census
(ADC) which will result in 11,862 fewer pa-
tients treated in FY 1990 than in FY 1989.

! Hearing before the subcommittee on Hospitals
and Health Care of the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs. House of Representatives, 100th Congress,
second session, September 7, 1988, Serial No. 100-
58.
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This is primarily offset by a proposed in-
crease in VA Nursing Homes or State Nurs-
ing Home program but results in a net de-
crease of 1575 in ADC and 7983 fewer pa-
tients treated. This reduction targets the
older World War I and II veterans who cur-
rently present the greatest need for nursing
home care.

The DVA domiciliary program is proposed
to be reduced by 2441 ADC and 6371 pa-
tients treated. There is no offsetting propos-
al for the accommodation of these veterans
who usually have difficulty resocializing,
are suffering medical and psychiatric prob-
lems and may have no home to go to and in-
adequate income. This is grossly inconsist-
ent with the Administration’s professed
desire to address the medically indigent
homeless problem.

The DVA workload for hospital inpatients
treated will be reduced below the FY 1988
level in spite of evidence which indicates
that numbers of patients needing treatment
will increase substantially as a result of the
aging of the veteran population. Although it
might be reasonable to expect some of this
decrease to shift to outpatient care, the pro-
jected workload for FY 1990 outpatient
visits has been established as a level below
that for F'Y 1988 thus limiting the opportu-
nity for such shifts to occur. This limiting
of access to health care for veterans is pro-
posed in defiance of an increasing demand
for health care on the part of veterans.

As in previous years, the Administration is
proposing a 1% productivity improvement
that imposes a reduction of approximately
2000 heath care personnel.

Although PROPAC has predicted that
there will be a 5% cost of living adjustment
in FY 1990—this is not anticipated in the
budget and will result in a shortfall of over
$200 million in FY 1990 which will likely
have to be absorbed causing further reduc-
tions in personnel.

Employees automatic within grade in-
creases were not included in the budget—an
amount that is estimated to be in excess of
$50 million which must be absorbed by the
medical care personnel account.

No provision has been made for predict-
able increases in other employee benefits
for FY 1990 (e.g. health benefits).

Decentralized Hospital Computer Pro-
gram initiatives in mental health are re-
quired to be offset by decreases of $27 mil-
lion and 659 employees—in advance of dem-
onstrated savings.

There is recognition of the role of the VA
in the treatment of AIDS patients where in-
creases in the funds and personnel for AIDS
clinical programs are $55 million and 625
employees.

FEDERAL HEALTH CARE BUDGET BY FUNCTION
[Outlays in millions of dollars]
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Education and training activities which
are a part of the major mission of the VA
are being curtailed—reductions are proposed
as follows:—175 medical residents;—25
dental resident;—60 Psychology residents;—
37 Administrative trainers; and—67 Instruc-
tional support personnel. There will be no
increases in the funding of or opportunities
for continuing education of VA staff.

There is a legislative proposal for copay-
ments for medical care for category B and C
patients as follows:

Veterans will be required to pay $5 (B)
and $10 (C) for out-patient visits;

Veterans will be required to pay $3 (B)
and $5 (C) for prescriptions;

Veterans will be required to pay $9 per
day for hospital in-patient care (both B and
Cli

In addition, Category C in-patients are re-
quired to make the same copayments as
medicare beneficiaries.

Medical and prosthetic research

The budget reduces the appropriation re-
quest for medical and prosthetic research
$13 million below FY 1989 and reduces em-
ployment by 616.

The $13 million reduction is proposed for
investigator initiated research—the back-
bone of research in the VA. This will result
in a reduction in new proposals that can be
funded as well as a cut back in commitments
already made to investigators who have on-
going projects.

Health Services Research, which would
help the VA improve and become more effi-
cient in service delivery, is not to be in-
creased in FY 1990, Because of past absorp-
tions, this is, in reality, a reduction.

Rehabilitation Research—crucial to the
care of veterans and their unique problems
remains constant in FY 1990. In reality, this
is a reduction because the costs for operat-
ing the program will have increased.

Since no cost of living adjustment is an-
ticipated for FY 1990 the likelihood is that
any such increase would also have to be ab-
sorbed, further reducing medical and pros-
thetic research capability.

Medical administration

A further reduction of six employees will
further inhibit the management capability
of the Department of Medicine and Sur-
gery.

Since an employee cost of living adjust-
ment is not anticipated in the budget fur-
ther reductions in personnel can be antici-
pated at a time when the medical care pro-
gram is being severely stressed.

Health Professions Scholarships will in-
crease by $6563 thousand. These programs
will support 310 nursing, 40 physical thera-
pists and 30 pharmacy students,

Percent change

Average annual

Category of health care budget 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1930 proposals
1989-90  l9g5-g  Percent change
Medicare 65,822 10,164 75.120 18,878 86,778 94,918 94 4.2 B84
Medicaid...... 22,855 24,995 21435 30,462 34301 231,616 9.7 66.0 1321
4329 3855 5,181 5557 6257 6,396 22 477 9.55
L 168 529 556 541 336 459 ~144 ~19 —.38
Research ! 5433 5,594 6,138 1173 1,887 8,504 90 58.2 11.64
(215) (181 {155} (197 (206 (199) -34 ~14 —149

! 2{310) (320 344) (331 (349 4 (350)
Consumer and 1,182 1,165 1,197 1,285 1,345 316 -22 113 221
Veterans and medical care 9,547 9,872 10,266 10,755 11,155 11313 14 185 30
Department of Defense: Health.... 8,950 10,080 11,152 12,053 12,619 213212 47 416 9.52
(77 P 118,386 126,554 137,045 146,704 160,878 173,824 80 46.8 9.37

¥ Details for DOD and VA included in this line is shown in parentheses. #Bush proposal for Medicaid coverage for pregnant women and children included a Estimate
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Medicare and medicaid combined, contin-
ue to consume increasing proportions of the
federal health dollar and, since these pro-
grams are placing the greatest strains on
the health care budget, all other health
functions are experiencing a decline in their
share of the budget available and actual
dollar reductions in some instances. Even
though other components of the federal
health sector are experiencing declines or
stabilization, proposals for funding do not
allow adeguate increases for medicare and
medicaid. An exception occurs in the re-
search component where the Department of
Health and Human Services has received in-
creased funding for AIDS related research
Programs.

It is distressing to follow the funding ex-
perience of the veterans medical care pro-
gram which has experienced a constant un-
interrupted decline in the share of the fed-
eral health care budget since 1985 a trend
that began in the late 1970's. This program,
an integral part of the health care system
designed to meet a commitment made by
the federal government to veterans, contin-
ues to be squeezed to the point where
health care access for needy veterans is in-
creasingly difficult and quality of service is
seriously eroding.

Using data from a recent DVA analysis it
is possible to gain perspective on the efforts
of funding policy on the medical care pro-
grams. It is apparent that the DVA has
become considerably more cost efficient
over the time period and that although the
nominal dollars available for care have
grown, deflated dollars have remained rela-
tively constant. Workload continues to in-
crease in all programs with insufficient
funding to meet the calculated requirement
to assure access and quality care for needy
veterans.

If the DVA medical programs were to re-
ceive the same share of the federal health
budget in FY 1990 as it received in FY 1985
its proposed budget would be $2.7 billion
higher than that proposed by the Adminis-
tration. If it were to receive the same in-
crease as that proposed for Medicare for FY
1990 (9.4%) the program budget would have
been $5.0 billion higher than the President’s
Budget. It would seem that the obligation of
the federal government to veterans is at
least equal to, if not higher, than that to
the general population.

Clearly, the funding philosophy does not
consider the medical need of veterans nor
does it reflect an understanding of the roles
of the DVA in the larger health care
system. This is evidenced in FY 1989 by a
demonstrated shortfall in veterans medical
care programs alone that approaches $1 bil-
lion, a back-log of equipment needs and an
irreversible shortfall in the need for con-
struction, repair and maintenance of the
DVA medical care system. The accumulated
deficits can be indisputably documented.
The federal health budget is being artificial-
ly constrained and the inadequate funding
for federal health programs in general is ap-
parent from cursory study of tables 2 and 4.

CONCLUSIONS

It was clear in FY 1989 that the inad-
equate fiscal support policy as reflected in
the President’s Budget was having a severe
negative impact on the VA medical care de-
livery system that was characterized as fol-
lows:

1. A continuing growing aging veteran
population requiring increasing amounts of
health care;

2. Continuing increases in inpatient work-
load;
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3. Large increments in outpatient work-
load;

4. Increasing long-term care workload (the
DVA being the only long-term care refuge
for veterans, especially those over 65), since
Medicare does not provide such coverage
and Medicaid serves only a third of those
who have exhausted their financial re-
sources;

5. Increasing evidence of denial of care to
veterans who need outpatient care but are
being screened out, legitimately, utilizing
more subjective interpretations of existing
law;

6. Increasing evidence of rationing of
high-cost inpatient care;

7. Queues for elective surgery and for
long-term care beds, especially nursing
home care;

8. Unfunded medical equipment needs
that approach the one billion dollar level
(see 12 below);

9. Outmoded technology and physical
plant;

10. The growing AIDS epidemic imposing
new burdens of caring from 7 percent of the
AIDS vietims in the U.S,; and

11. Deteriorating staff morale.

12, Increasing use of nonrecurring funds
to meet recurring obligations. This will have
a devastating long-run impact on the VA
health care system since recurring obliga-
tions will accrue without a budget base to
support them. There is clear evidence that
in FY 1988 numerous medical centers used
all of their equipment funds and mainte-
nance and repair funds to pay salaries that
were inadequately funded. It is not possible
for the VA health care system to be re-
quired to maintain a personnel ceiling of
194,720 and not be provided funding to sup-
port that employment ceiling and the spe-
cial pay rates that must be established for
the Veterans Administration to remain com-
petitive—especially in the area of nursing
care.

These are among the most obvious effects
of the inadequate budget that have been
identified through our independent survey
efforts have now been substantiated by
hearings held by the House and Senate Vet-
erans Affairs Committees. There is now evi-
dence in FY 1989 of curtailment of care in
the VA system with medical centers closing
clinics to new appointments and some medi-
cal centers closing inpatient care to Catego-
ry B and C veterans.

The budget inadequacies will force major
structural changes in the location and avail-
ability of veterans health care in the short
run. The unfortunate consequence is the
forcing of change in this large component of
the health care system in the absence of a
long run strategy for the entire health care
system. Such indirect action threatens the
viability of the veterans health care system
in terms of its ability to meet its primary
obligation to eligible veterans while the
gaps created in the system by such action
are not adequately addressed. This is taking
place in an environment where the role of
the DVA medical care system is not under-
stood with respect to how its programs fit
into the larger health care system.

To demonstrate this latter point consider
four general program areas that have been
given explicit recognition by the new admin-
istration: AIDS, research, substance abuse
and the homeless. The Veterans Health
Services and Research Administration
(VHS&RA) has large programs and years of
experience in each of these four areas, yet it
has not been funded as necessary to meet
these high priority program areas. A brief
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review of these four VHS&RA programs is
instructive:

AIDS

The DVA has provided care to over 6% of
all AIDS patients in the U.S. Since begin-
ning of the AIDS epidemic, over 5800 veter-
ans have been treated, 2161 in 1988 alone. It
is expected that approximately 2800 new pa-
tients with AIDS will be seen in 1989 and
3600 in 1990, in addition to two to three
times as many patients with ARC and HIV
infection. Medical centers in the epicenters
of the disease (east, west and gulf coasts)
are the hardest hit. However, all medical
centers will need resources to implement
universal blood and body fluid precautions
as a result of the epidemic.

Based on data from the VHS&RA the FY
1988 cost of AIDS program was $131 mil-
lion—$23 million was appropriated and $108
million had to be taken from other items in
the health care budget to cover the costs.
The increasing epidemic will cost $165 mil-
lion in FY 1990 and the amount that will
have to be absorbed with current funding
proposals is $80 million.

RESEARCH

AIDS research, would be increased if addi-
tional resources became available. Medical
research has developed a critical mass of in-
vestigators in AIDS-related research via the
Special Solicitation for AIDS projects and
the request for establishment of AIDS cen-
ters. In addition, Health Services Research
and Development will initiate a multi-medi-
cal center project on the delivery of health
care to AIDS patients costing approximate-
ly $400,000 in 1990. The investigators at the
AIDS centers will be initiating approximate-
ly 15 new research projects in 1990 and
would increase those new starts to approxi-
mately 25 with additional funding of
$900,000.

As mentioned above the FY 1990 budget
for research in VHS&RA has been de-
creased by $13 million thus compromising
the ability and capacity to carry out a role
for which it has a unique capacity and op-
portunity. In FY 1990 $7.5 million will be
spent on AIDS research by DVA, Six per-
cent of the $1.6 billion appropriated to the
secretary of Health and Human Services for
the research and prevention of AIDS would
amount to $112 million if VHS&RA were to
be considered in a reallocation of such funds
in FY 1990.

SUBSTANCE ABUSE PROGRAMS

As of the end of 1988, approximately 150
of the VA’s 172 medical centers and outpa-
tient clinies had drug, alcohol or combined
substance treatment programs in operation.
Modalities involved include inpatient treat-
ment, outpatient care, methadone mainte-
nance in 35 settings, and the contract half-
way house program under which approxi-
mately 90 VA medical centers contract with
approximately 400 community halfway
houses for ongoing residential treatment of
alcohol and other substance abusers, Of
particular relevance in understanding VA
programming in drug and alcohol abuse is
the fact that the typical patient being treat-
ed within the VA in this sector is a multiple
substance abuser. Drugs of abuse usually in-
clude alcohol, and one or more other drugs,
with cocaine and marijuana being the pri-
mary associated drugs of abuse, As a result
of this phenomenon, most VA treatment
programs, whether they are identified as
drug or alcohol programs, actually treat
combined substance abusers. Indeed, many
programs have begun to define themselves
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as substance abuse programs rather than as
alcohol treatment or drug treatment. Thus,
fiscal differentiation of alcohol and drug
abuse treatment programs is becoming less
relevant in view of clinical reality.

The budget estimate for alcohol and drug
abuse treatment is $340,481,000 in 1989 and
$349,913,000 in 1990. The 1989 figure does
not include the $1 million authorized by sec-
tion 2501 of PL 100-690 which provides for
conducting an evaluation of drug and alco-
hol programs in 1989. To date, no author-
ized amounts included in this public law
have been appropriated for the DVA.

HOMELESS PROGRAMS

The VHS&RA has developed a compre-
hensive network of health care services for
our Nation's veterans. Many of these serv-
ices and programs, although not specifically
designed for the homeless, have assisted
homeless veterans. In addition to the array
of general VA services, two programs are au-
thorized through legislation with specific
mandates to provide health care services to
homeless veterans: the pilot Homeless
Chronically Mentally Il (HCMI) program
and the Domiciliary Care for Homeless Vet-
erans (DCHV) program, The 1990 request
includes $13,872,000 for HCMI and
$10,852,000 for the DCHV program,

The HCMI Program, was initially activat-
ed under the authority of P.L. 100-6. The
authorization for this program was recently
extended by P.L. 100-322. Through these
public laws, the DVA is authorized to con-
tract with community-based psychiatric res-
idential treatment programs to provide
treatment and rehabilitation for homeless
veterans that suffer from chronic mental ill-
ness. The DCHV program was established as
a specialized treatment component within
the DVA Domiciliary care program. Author-
ized by P.L. 100-71, the DCHV program pro-
vides rehabilitation and treatment to veter-
ans in need of clinical services who are
homeless or whose living situation is so ten-
uous that they are at serious risk for home-
lessness. The focus of the program is to pro-
vide treatment that will prepare the veter-
ans to return to independent living. The FY
1990 budget is proposing a reduction of 2440
in domiciliary census and 6370 patients
treated at a time when such programs have
been given priority.

Total funding levels for these two pro-
grams are $23,619.000 in 1989 and
$24,724,000 in 1990. No appropriation has
been provided and program costs have been
absorbed. The resource levels will support
43 HCMI programs and an estimated 446 ad-
ditional domiciliary average census, The au-
thorized funding level provided in the
MeKinney Act Amendments of 1988 is $30
million, $15 million for each program.

With funding additional therapeutic com-
ponents would be established within the
HCMI programs and the DCHV programs
would activate new sites and expand exist-
ing programs. Based on proposed legislation
recently introduced by the Congress, HCMI
program officials could link Compensated
Work Therapy Programs with Therapeutic
Residences for up to 15 new components
which would allow VHS&RA to care for ap-
proximately 150-200 additional veterans.
The average daily census in the DCHV pro-
gram would increase by approximately 210
if the program was funded at the level au-
thorized in the McKinney Act. It should be
noted that approximately one third of the
homeless are veterans—but one third of the
funds to be allocated to the homeless pro-
grams are not available for the Department
of Veterans Affairs.
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It is not unreasonable to suggest that por-
tions of federal funds appropriated these
national priorities be made available to the
Department of Veterans Affairs to address
the veteran components of the problem
areas. This would place badly needed re-
sources in ongoing programs to address
these pressing problems in the veteran pop-
ulation. The federal budget would not be in-
creased overall if such a reallocation could
be achieved.

It is timely to consider the entire health
care system in terms of meeting the chal-
lenge of increasing costs and increasing
needs of the growing elderly population. All
of the quick fixes are but temporary solu-
tions to a complex medical care problem.
And, in the case of programs of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs results in denial of
needed care to those who have been given a
government promise to care for him who
has borne the battle.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, as we con-
sider this emergency supplemental appropria-
tions bill | feel it is unfortunate that the House
has been put into a situation of voting on a
supplemental appropriations with some emer-
gency funding. Granted, most of the programs
included in this supplemental are worthy of
funds, but | question the emergency in some
areas.

| do applaud the committee on several
items that need immediate assistance. One
specific example is the transfer of funds within
the Farmers Home Administration from guar-
anteed loans to direct operating loans. With-
out this transfer, many States will continue to
turn away farmers during this critical time of
planting because no money is available for
operating costs.

In addition, the committee has included
some important report language regarding the
Disaster Assistance Program. The language
brings to attention the neglect shown by the
Department of Agriculture in administering the
1988 Disaster Act and policies regarding non-
program crops. Many good items are included
in this legislation which cost no additional
money, such as the two | have already men-
tioned. Undoubtably, many programs need
emergency assistance such as veterans medi-
cal programs, foster care and adoption assist-
ance, guaranteed student loans, and the re-
quested amount for firefighting which has now
been doubled. There is no question that the
emergency funds are needed, however, let's
keep it just that, emergency.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Chairman,
| rise in opposition to the Conte amendment.

The supplemental includes $250 million to
begin implementation of the Civil Liberties Act
of 1988. The Conte amendment strips this
starting payment from the bill.

It was in the considered judgment of NEAL
SMmITH, chairman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Commerce, Justice, State and
Judiciary to begin redress payments with the
supplemental. | salute Chairman SMITH for his
leadership to include this amount in the sub-
committee and full committee bills.

It was a proud day for me personally and
for our country when Congress enacted the
Civil Liberties Act last year. We stood very tall
in the eyes of the world, Our Nation admitted
that a terrible mistake was made over 45
years ago when the civil and constitutional
rights of persons of Japanese ancestry were
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violated. And we made a promise to make re-
dress to those still alive.

Mr. Chairman, this is a promise we must
keep. We have the first real opportunity with
the supplemental to begin to keep out prom-
ise.

Each day we delay payments, more and
more survivors of the incarceration will die.
The youngest of these loyal Americans is now
approaching 50, and the oldest located survi-
vor is 106. To delay any further would take
from the quality of what we did, and would
show the world that this was only an empty
gesture,

The Judiciary Subcommittee on Civil Consti-
tutional Rights, which | chair, conducted hear-
ings in March on the authorization request of
the Civil Rights Division of the Department of
Justice. The Civil Rights Division, through its
Office of Redress Administration [ORA], is re-
sponsible for carrying out the implementation
of the act.

According to testimony at the hearing, we
learned that the ORA, working on a shoestring
budget, has done an excellent job thus far.
The supplemental, as passed by the commit-
tee, will give ORA $6.4 million needed to
begin full implementation of the Civil Liberties
Act.

ORA has been in contact with over 54,000
potentially eligible persons thus far, well over
80 percent of the estimated 60,000 eligible
persons. The road to payment for most of
these claims will be straightforward, verifying
the identity of the person and that the person
was incarcerated during the war.

ORA testified that the Justice Department
asked the Office of Management and Budget
for $500 million for payments for 1989. ORA
will be able to make the 12,500 payments the
$250 million represents.

On the day the House passed H.R. 442 in
1987, our Nation celebrated the bicentennial
of the Constitution. There was no more fitting
tribute to the strength of our Constitution than
to attempt to remove this infamous blot on our
history by formally acknowledging the wrong
done to Japanese-Americans and to provide
token monetary redress. We have the oppor-
tunity to begin this promise with the supple-
mental. Let us not walk away from that oppor-
tunity.

Mr. Chairman, nearly 50 years is delay
enough. | urge a no vote on the Conte
amendment.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, today | rise in
support of the American veterans. | strongly
endorse this legislation for the proposed $1.2
billion appropriation for the Veterans' Affairs
Department. | particularly would like to stress
the need for the $370 million which would pro-
vide a necessary—although temporary—life-
line to an ailing veterans’ health care system.

Last year, | began hearing an increasing
number of complaints from patients and care-
givers alike regarding the quality of care at the
Portland VAMC and cutbacks in many VA
health care programs. Last September, in a
response to these complaints, | testified in
front of the House Veterans' Affairs Commit-
tee to detail the wholly unacceptable condi-
tions to which Oregon veterans and their care-
givers were being subjected.
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Unfortunately, budget shortfalls have re-
quired additional cuts in services at the Port-
land VAMC, and veterans who expect—and
who deserve—to receive VA medical treat-
ment are being turned away.

Last month, in response to these continued
complaints, | met with Portiand VAMC Director
Barry Bell. What | learned in that meeting, and
from subsequent information provided to me
by Mr. Bell, shocked and disturbed me:

When the new VA Medical Center was
opened in February 1988, one 39-bed ward
was not opened because of the funding short-
ages. Since then, an additional 40 beds have
been closed due to funding shortages.

During just the month of February 1989, an
estimated 39 ambulances that normally would
have come to the VAMC were turned away
because of funding shortages. Veterans
turned away must then pay for the medical
care they receive at these other facilities.

Hours of nursing care per patient at the
Portland VAMC are substantially below VA
standards.

Because of the budget shortfalls, the Port-
land, VA is slated to cease treating 1,552 non-
priority veterans.

Budget shortfalls have limited the number of
joint replacement surgeries and open heart
surgeries at the Portland Center.

The roots of the problem go back several
years, when the Reagan administration said it
could adequately care for the veterans' needs
with fewer dollars. The cuts we are seeing
today clearly show that the Reagan adminis-
tration was not straight with the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, we must take immediate
action to correct these past mistakes. That is
why | am supporting this supplemental appro-
priations bill which provides short-term emer-
gency funding for VA medical centers nation-
wide. Also, | have written to the House Budget
Committee to urge that it set appropriate
budget levels to meet veterans’ health care
needs for fiscal year 1990 and beyond.

What is happening in Portland, OR, and at
VA facilities around this country is not right. It
is not fair. And it is not moral. Our Nation
should not subject its veterans—in their great-
est hours of need—to substandard health
care. Nor should it be turning away veterans
who by serving their country earned the right
to receive that medical care.

Mr. Chairman, veterans need our assistance
immediately. Consequently, | urge my col-
leagues to show their support by passing this
critical legislation today.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 2072, the supplemental
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1989. This
measure contains urgently needed funding for
a number of important national programs, in-
cluding guaranteed student loans, foster care,
redress payments for Japanese-Americans
who were interned during World War |l, and
initiatives to address two of our most serious
national problems, the drug crisis and the
housing shortage.

Last year Congress took agressive action to
counter the rising drug epidemic by passing
the Omnibus Drug Initiatives Act of 1988. Now
that we have established a framework for a
national drug intervention strategy, we must
act to ensure that the necessary programs are
adequately funded.
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This supplemental appropriations bill in-
cludes $822 million to fund antidrug law en-
forcement programs. This funding is essential.
Nationwide we lost 11,000 people to drugs
and drug related crime in 1987 alone. In that
same year Americans spent an estimated
$140 billion to purchase illicit narcotics. In San
Francisco in 1988, police recorded 55 drug
gang shooting incidents, leaving 64 injured
and 3 dead.

We now must pursue increased funding for
programs for prevention, education, treatment,
and rehabilitation. In my district of San Fran-
cisco, the wait to receive treatment can be 6
months. People are being turned away when
they seek out help. Our hospitals are experi-
encing an alarming increase in the number of
babies born with drug-related complications.
In addition to funding antidrug law-enforce-
ment efforts, we must work to address the
human costs of this crisis.

This supplemental appropriations bill takes
important steps to address the human costs
of homelessness. The $153.5 million for
homeless programs will give a much-needed
boost to homeless people and to advocates
struggling to provide services to the homeless.
The programs receiving funding through this
bill—including VA medical care for homeless
veterans, HUD's Single-Room Occupancy Pro-
gram, the Emergency Shelter Grants Program,
the Transitional and Supportive Housing Dem-
onstration Program, and the Emergency Food
and Shelter Program—all play vital roles in ad-
dressing the Nation's tragic homelessness
problem. They are all programs with a record
of success, and they are all in desperate need
of funding.

While none of us would dispute the necessi-
ty of addressing the budget deficit, it is time
that we took action to address the social
action deficit which has done so much
damage to programs assisting the less fortu-
nate among us. | urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 2072.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in opposition to H.R. 2072, the dire
emergency supplemental appropriations bill
for fiscal year 1989. Except for the funding
needs of veterans programs and drug interdic-
tion efforts, there is no dire emergency, and
this bill will only put us into dire straits as we
attempt to reduce our persistent budget defi-
cits.

This bill violates the letter and spirit of the
1987 budget summit agreement, where con-
gressional leaders agreed not to pursue sup-
plemental bills except in the case of dire
emergencies.

Unfortunately, the Appropriations Committee
could not resist decorating this bill with expen-
sive ornaments, which resulted in more than
doubling the administration's request by
adding on additional money for a host of Gov-
ernment agencies. The committee also re-
fused to offset these increases with reduc-
tions in other areas, as Congress also agreed
to do in the 1987 budget agreement.

Some of the proposed additions may well
represent legitimate spending needs, but they
should be considered under the normal appro-
priations process, not given a free ride on leg-
islation that is needed to respond to true
emergencies. In this regard, the much-needed
and overdue funding of veterans health care,
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pensions and disability assistance is being
held hostage to the profligate spending habits
of the big spenders. We owe our veterans
better treatment than this.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the bill produced
by the Appropriations Committee violates the
Gramm-Rudman deficit reduction plan, breaks
our commitment to avoid unnecessary supple-
mental bills, and flies in the face of the biparti-
san budget agreement worked out between
the administration and congressional leaders
just last week. Because these violations
threaten the legitimate needs of veterans and
drug interdiction, the bill is highly irresponsible.
We must get our budgetary house in order,
but this bill simply increases the mess.

Ms. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Chairman, the supple-
mental appropriations bill we are considering
today contains needed additions to a number
of very important Federal programs. As a
strong supporter of housing, veterans, refugee
assistance—indeed, the maijority of the pro-
grams included in this package—! am dis-
tressed at the manner in which this debate
has developed. At the last minute, we are
faced with an across-the-board funding cut to
pay for additions to these programs. By taking
this route, we indiscriminately rob Peter to pay
Paul. An across-the-board cut gives us no op-
portunity to examine the impact on the individ-
ual programs. We place education, science
funding, transportation, defense, and health
care in the same basket. We abdicate the re-
sponsibility that is central to making a
budget—setting priorities.

The original supplemental proposed by the
administration represents a restrained pack-
age of funding that is absolutely needed. The
committee package added a number of addi-
tional categories for funding, but it failed to
provide a way to pay for these. If we cannot
decide on a funding mechanism, then we
cannot afford the spending.

Mr. Chairman, the package before us is an
irresponsible approach to providing additional
funding for very important programs. | support
the programs, but | must vote against the irre-
sponsible manner in which this supplemental
appropriation has been brought to the floor.
This bill should be sent back to the committee
so that priorities can be set and we can con-
sider a carefully deliberated package of fund-
ing increases and how we will pay for them. |
rise today in strong support of H.R. 2072, sup-
plemental appropriations for fiscal year 1989.

Mr. Chairman, | want to call my colleagues’
attention to one important and timely aspect
of this bill, which is the additional $100 million
funding to be provided for migration and refu-
gee assistance. This money will allow a sub-
stantially greater number of Soviet, East Euro-
pean, American, and Asian refugees to emi-
grate to this country.

As many of us know, the Soviet emigration
movement—spurred by both outside pressure
on the Soviets as well as by internal Soviet re-
forms—has been so successful that we have
been facing problems which would have
seemed inconceivable even 2 years ago: How
to deal with the ever-increasing influx of
Soviet emigres into this country.

Certainly, the thousands of Soviet Jews who
have already emigrated and who will likely
emigrate in the months ahead are reason for
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celebration. And yet, as we have seen, the
U.S. Government was—and is—unprepared
for these numbers.

The Soviet Jewish refugee backlog in Rome
is the most obvious manifestation of our Gov-
ernment’s inability to cope with this problem. It
is certainly ironic, Mr. Chairman, that at a time
when the gates in the U.S.S.R. are finally
opening, those in the United States are tight-
ening.

What is most disturbing is that the INS has
reportedly denied Soviet emigres refugee
status because they supposedly lack “a well-
founded fear of persecution.” And yet, all
Jews in the U.S.S.R. suffer anti-Semitic har-
assment. Regrettably, the entire episode has
given the Soviets a public relations bonanza.

Apparently, one of the reasons for the
denial of refugee status has been the simply
unavailability of funds to resettle these Soviet
Jews in America—as refugees—with all the
benefits such status entails. Today's appro-
priation, when added to amounts already ap-
propriated, will allow 24,500 more Soviet refu-
gees to enter the United States than are pres-
ently provided for in fiscal year 1989 funding.

Such a step is long overdue, and under-
scores that the United States—true to its
proud history—remains a haven for the op-
pressed and a shining example of freedom.

| urge my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. BOSCO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of H.R. 2072, supplemental appropriations for
fiscal year 1989, and in opposition to Mr.
ConTe's amendment. As an original cospon-
sor of H.R. 442 in the 100th Congress, the
Civil Liberties Act of 1987, | want to empha-
size my strong support for the $250 million
provided in H.R. 2072 for payments to World
War |l Japanese-American internees.

In February 1942, 2 months after the bomb-
ing of Pearl Harbor, some 120,000 persons of
Japanese ancestry were evacuated from the
west coast of the United States, without trial
by jury or due process of law, and confined to
detention camps in desolate areas. Undertak-
en ostensibly for reasons of military security,
this policy of evacuation and internment was
carried out despite the fact that no American
of Japanese ancestry was ever charged or
convicted of any acts of treason or disloyalty.

The financial and emotional losses suffered
by these individuals and their families were
staggering. The $250 million provided for in
H.R. 2072 is essential toward fulfilling the goal
of the Civil Liberties Act to compensate in a
very belated manner for one of the darker pe-
riods of our Nation's history. | urge my col-
leagues to support this essential funding for
the Civil Liberties Act of 1987.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
to voice my deep concern over the legislation
before us. | continue to be amazed at the type
of spending measures this body puts forward.
While | am not a member of the Budget or
Appropriations Committees, | can see clearly
how much money this legislation is spending
beyond last year's budget agreement. The bill
clearly violates that agreement.

With a public debt approaching $3 trillion,
and annual deficits still hovering around $100
million—even within the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings targets—we cannot continue to spend
beyond our means in such a way. In passing
this legislation, the House is saying that we
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can afford to spend an additional $1.3 billion
beyond our deficit limit for 1989 alone, not to
mention the additional millions being spent
over the budget in the outyears.

It is not easy for me to oppose this measure
as a whole. There are provisions of this legis-
lation | am supportive of. For example, | would
very much like to see the additional funds for
veterans services enacted. | know how badly
this money is needed. Due to shortfalls in
funding and higher than anticipated case-
loads, many veterans are either receiving care
that is less than adequate or no care at all.

This is a sad and disgraceful way to repay
the millions of men and women who risked
their safety and lives, endured extreme stress,
pain and anguish in the name of duty. Veter-
ans across the country are feeling confused,
angry, and betrayed and | can't blame them. |
truly regret that the legitimate and worthy
needs of veterans are held hostage to a few
bloated, unnecessary and unbudgeted re-
quests. If we had the best interests of Ameri-
ca's veterans in mind we would be consider-
ing a clean piece of legislation that was not
loaded down with over $4.7 billion in funds.

In a similar vein, there are other programs
included in this measure of which | am very
supportive. An example of this is increased
funding for antidrug programs. The evidence
is abundant that drugs are quite possibly the
worst and most pervasive social ill of our time.
| am prepared to do what | can to combat
drugs and help America's young people on
the road to thoughtful and clear-headed lead-
ership for the future. However, | cannot sup-
port the many other budget-busting provisions
which are wrapped around these initiatives.
Therefore, it is my view that while | do so with
regret for the veterans and antidrug programs,
| cannot support H.R. 2072. | hope this body
will act wisely by rejecting this bill and bringing
us back a more realistic measure.

Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, it is an out-
rage that veterans are held hostage to an at-
tempt by Democrats to front-load 1990 spend-
ing in this supplemental appropriations bill.
What even gets my temper up even higher is
the underhanded attempt to sneak Japanese-
American reparations in a bill designed, in
part, to provide relief for United States veter-
ans.

President Bush requested a $2.1 billion sup-
plemental appropriation to honor previous ob-
ligations mandated by law. The bulk of the
President’s request was targeted on veteran's
benefits, adequate funding for the Guaranteed
Student Loan Program, and payments to
States for foster care and adoption assist-
ance.

The big spenders are now treating this sup-
plemental as a political football, to see how
much the President will tolerate in lard and
pork. Every Member in this body has talked
about the need to control the Federal deficit.
Yet, this supplemental is double the Presi-
dent’s request. The Democrats have bal-
looned the administration's supplemental re-
quest to $4.7 billion.

My anger is up. When the hell are we going
to control spending and rising interest rates? If
this bill passes the House, it should be good
for another point or two increase in interest
rates.
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What kind of signal does this send to the
Nation if Congress can't even control its vora-
cious appetite for spending? Fears of renewed
inflation rock this Nation. Fears of increasing
interest rates and job loss are pressing on the
minds of many Americans. Simply put, Mr.
Chairman, this bill is destablizing for our eco-
nomic future.

It is also simply outrageous to blackmail vet-
eran's health care funding by attaching $250
million for Japanese-American reparations to
this supplemental bill. Last year, | told my con-
stituents that | would not support funding for
reparations, especially when veterans have to
beg and grovel to receive the Federal benefits
they have earned with their blood and sacri-
fice.

Mr Chairman, let's put action behind our
words and defeat attempts to add nonemer-
gency spending to the supplemental appro-
priations bill. Let's put an end to pork, and
vote on a real emergency supplemental that
will resolve the funding crisis in the Veteran's
Administration.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to the rule, it shall be in
order to consider the amendments
printed in House Report 101-37, which
shall be considered in the order speci-
fied, shall be offered only by the
Member specified, or his designee, and
shall be considered as having been
read. Said amendments are debatable
for 60 minutes each, equally divided
and controlled by the proponent of
the amendment, or his designee, and a
Member opposed thereto, and shall
not be subject to amendment or to a
demand for a division of the question.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2072

Be it enacted by the Senale and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
following sums are appropriated, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, to provide dire emergency supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1989, and for other
purposes, namely:

CONTENTS OF BILL

Title I—Dire Emergency Supplementals and
Transfers:

Chapter I—Emergency Drug Funding:
Subchapter A—Commerce-Justice-State,
Subchapter B—Treasury-Postal Service.

Chapter [I—Judicial Retirement Fund.

Chapter III—Corps of Engineers, Civil.
Energy Programs.

Chapter IV—Migration and Refugee As-

sistance.
International Peacekeeping Activities,

Chapter V—Forest Firefighting.

Naval Petroleum Reserve Limitation.

Chapter VI—Trade Adjustment Assist-

ance.
Foster Care and Adoption Assistance.
Rehabilitation Services and Handi-
capped Research.
Guaranteed Student Loans.
Prescription Drug Payment
Commission.
Chapter VII—Payments to Widows and
Heirs of Deceased Members of
Congress.

Review
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Chapter VIII—Agricultural Marketing
Service.
Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva-
tion Service.

Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund.

Chapter IX—Federal Aviation Administra-

tion,
Installation and Use of Explosive Detec-
tion Equipment.

Chapter X—Department of the Treasury.
IRS—Processing Tax Returns.
IRS—Investigation, Collection, and Tax-

payer Service.

Chapter XI—VA Compensation and Pen-

sions.
VA Readjustment Benefits,
VA Loan Guaranty Revolving Fund.
VA Medical Care.
Court of Veterans Appeals,
Homeless Programs.
EPA, Salaries and Expenses.
EPA, Abatement, Control, and Compli-

ance.
EPA, Hazardous Substance Superfund.
NASA, Research and Program Manage-
ment.

Title 1I—Urgent Supplemental Appropriations:
Chapter I-NOAA, Operations, Research,
and Facilities.

Department of Justice, Legal Activities.

United States Attorneys Salaries and
Expenses.

Japanese Internment Fund.

FBI, Salaries and Expenses.

Courts of Appeals, District Courts, and
Other Judicial Services, Sala-
ries and Expenses.

Defender Services.

Administrative Office of United States
Courts.

Federal Judicial Center, Salaries and

Expenses.
Maritime Administration, Federal Ship
Financing Fund.
FCC, Salaries and Expenses.
SEC, Salaries and Expenses.
Chapter II—Department of Defense, Ad-
ministrative Provisions.
Chapter III—Department of the Interior
and Related Agencies—General
Provisions.
Chapter IV—FAA, Aircraft Purchase Loan
Guarantee.
Chapter V—OPM, Salaries and Expenses.
Chapter VI—Housing Programs, Rental
Assistance.
Community Development Grants.
NSF, Research and Related Activities.

Title [Il—Technical Enrollment Corrections.
Title IV—General Provisions.

TITLE I—DIRE EMERGENCY
SUPPLEMENTALS AND TRANSFERS
CHAPTER I-EMERGENCY DRUG
FUNDING
SUBCHAPTER A
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

For an additional amount for the Depart-
ment of Justice, $588,139,000, to remain
available until expended, notwithstanding
any designations contained in titles I
through IX of Public Law 100-690: Provid-
ed, That of the amount appropriated,
$125,000,000 shall be made available only
for the drug-related projects of the Drug
Control and System Improvement Grant
Program authorized in section 6091 of
Public Law 100-690.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses”, $4,000,000, to remain avail-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

able until expended, for expenses author-

ized by the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 for

development, procurement, and implemen-

tation of a machine-readable travel and

identity document border security program.
THE JUDICIARY

For an additional amount for the Judici-
ary, $129,420,000, to remain available until
expended, notwithstanding any designations
contained in titles I through IX of Public
Law 100-690.

RELATED AGENCY
STATE JUSTICE INSTITUTE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for the State
Justice Institute, $4,020,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

SUBCHAPTER B
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
BUREAU oF ALcoHOL, ToBacco AND FIREARMS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses”, $4,000,000.

UnNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘“Salaries
and expenses”, $35,000,000, of which
$7,000,000 shall be available for develop-
ment, procurement, and implementation of
a machine-readable travel and identity doc-
ument border security program.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, AIR
INTERDICTION PROGRAM

For an additional amount for '“Operation
and Maintenance, Air Interdiction Pro-
gram”, $51,000,000, to remain available until
expended.

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING
CENTER
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for the Federal
Law Enforcement Training Center,
$6,000,000, of which $4,000,000 shall be
available only to accommodate the ad-
vanced in-service training requirements of
the Drug Enforcement Administration that
cannot otherwise be met at the Department
of Justice training facilities, and $2,000,000
shall be available to increase the level of
drug enforcement training for Federal,
State, and local law enforcement officers.

CHAFPTER II
THE JUDICIARY
JUDICIAL RETIREMENT FUNDS
PAYMENT TO JUDICIAL OFFICERS' RETIREMENT
FUND

For payment to the Judicial Officers' Re-
tirement Fund, as authorized by Public Law
100-659, $2,300,000.

CHAPTER III
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Corps oF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For additional amounts for appropriations
for the fiscal year 1989, for increased pay
costs authorized by or pursuant to law as
follows:

“General regulatory functions”,
$1,100,000, to be derived by transfer from
“Operation and maintenance, general”.

“General expenses”, $2,600,000, to be de-
rived by transfer from "“Construction, gener-
al",
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
ENERGY PROGRAMS

URANIUM SUPPLY AND ENRICHMENT
ACTIVITIES

For an additional amount for uranium
supply and enrichment activities in carrying
out the purposes of the Department of
Energy Organization Act (Public Law 95-
91), $55,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That revenues received
by the Department for the enrichment of
uranium and estimated to total
$1,429,000,000 in fiscal year 1989, shall be
retained and used for the specific purpose of
offsetting costs incurred by the Department
in providing uranium enrichment service ac-
tivities as authorized by section 201 of
Public Law 95-238, notwithstanding the pro-
visions of section 3302(b) of section 484 of
title 31, United States Code: Provided fur-
ther, That the sum herein appropriated
shall be reduced as uranium enrichment
revenues are received during fiscal year 1989
so as to result in a final fiscal year 1989 ap-
propriation estimated at not more than $0.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. Sunset Harbor, California: Sec-
tion 1119(a) of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1986 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following: “The total
cost referred to in the preceding sentence
may be increased by the Secretary by any
amount contributed by non-Federal inter-
ests which is in excess of amounts contribut-
ed by non-Federal interests under the pre-
ceding sentence."”

Sec. 302. Exchange of Federal Land: Sub-
section 1. Exchange of Federal Public Land.

(a) EXcHANGE oF Lanp.—Subject to subsec-
tion 2, at such time as the Blue Tee Corpo-
ration transfers all right, title, and interest
in and to the land described in subsection
1(b)1) to the Secretary of the Army, the
Secretary shall transfer all right, title, and
interest in and to the land described in sub-
section 1(bX2) to the Blue Tee Corporation.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF LANDS.—The lands re-
ferred to in subsection (a) are the following:

(1) NON-FEDERAL LAND.—35.03 acres of land
located in Madison County, Illinois, known
as Government Tract Number 121 and
owned by the Blue Tee Corporation.

(2) FEDERAL LAND.—58.64 acres situated in
Madison County, Illinois, known as Govern-
ment Tract Number 122 and administered
by the United States Army Corp of Engi-
neers, which is constructing the Melvin
Price Lock and Dam Project on this land.

Subsection 2. Conditions of exchange.

The exchange of land authorized by sub-
section 1 shall be subject to the following
conditions:

(1) DEEDS.—

(A) FEDERAL LAND.—The instrument of con-
veyance used to convey the land described
in subsection 1(b)(2) to the Blue Tee Corpo-
ration shall contain such reservations,
terms, and conditions as the Secretary of
the Army considers necessary to allow the
United States to construct, operate, and
ma.:;'nta.in the Melvin Price Lock on that
land.

(B) NON-FEDERAL LAND.—The conveyance of
the land described in subsection 1(b)1) to
the Secretary of the Army shall be by a
warranty deed acceptable to the Secretary.

(2) REMOVAL OF IMPROVEMENTS.—The Blue
Tee Corporation may reserve the right to
remove any improvements on the land de-
scribed in subsection 1(b)(1) belonging to
them. The terms of such reservation shall
be subject to approval by the Secretary of
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the Army. The Blue Tee Corporation shall
hold the United States harmless from liabil-
ity, and the United States shall not incur
any cost, associated with the removal or re-
location of such improvements.

(3) TIME LIMIT FOR EXCHANGE.—The land
exchange authorized by subsection 1(a)
must be completed within 2 years after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(4) LeEGaL DESCRIPTION.—The Secretary
shall provide the legal description of the
lands described in subsection 1(b). That
legal description shall be used in the instru-
ments of conveyance of such lands.

Sec. 303. Saylorville Lake, Iowa: From
Construction, General funds heretofore or
hereafter appropriated, the Secretary of the
Army is directed to construct Highway 415,
Segment “C" at the Saylorville Lake, Iowa,
Project in accordance with terms of the Re-
locations Contract executed on June 21,
1984, between the Rock Island District Engi-
neer and the State of Iowa.

SEec. 304. Sims Park, Ohio: The Secretary
of the Army, acting through the Chief of
Engineers, shall undertake a beach erosion
control project at Sims Park, Euclid, Ohio,
using funds appropriated under the heading
“CONSTRUCTION GENERAL" in title I of the
Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tion, 1988 (Public Law 100-202; 101 Stat.
107).

CHAPTER IV

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE
PRESIDENT

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND

Of the funds appropriated in the Foreign
Operations, Export Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations Act, 1989, up to
$200,000 of the unearmarked funds appro-
priated under the heading “Economic Sup-
port Fund” may be made available for the
support of the electoral process in Poland,
which may include, among other things,
support for international observer missions
and civic education programs: Provided,
That, funds made available under this para-
graph may be used without regard to any
provision of law which would otherwise pro-
hibit the use of foreign assistance funds
with respect to Poland.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE

For an additional amount for “Migration
and refugee assistance”, $100,000,000, to
support emergency refugee admissions and
assistance: Provided, That this amount may
be derived through new budget authority,
or the President may transfer to such ac-
count for purposes of this paragraph any
unobligated and unearmarked funds made
available under Public Law 100-461, not-
withstanding section 514 as amended by sec-
tion 589 of Public Law 100-461: Provided
further, That if the President transfers
funds for this paragraph not more than 3.3
per centum of the unobligated and unear-
marked funds available under any account
in Public Law 100-461 may be transferred:
Provided further, That any transfer of
funds pursuant to this paragraph shall be
subject to the regular reprogramming proce-
dures of the Committees on Appropriations:
Provided further, That not less than
$85,000,000 of such amount shall be made
available for Soviet and other Eastern Euro-
pean Refugee admissions and for admissions
restored to other regions: Provided further,
That funds provided under this paragraph
are available until expended.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

INTERNATIONAL PEACEKEEPING ACTIVITIES AND
OPERATIONS

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Sec. 1. In order to meet urgent requests
that may arise during fiscal year 1989 for
contributions and other assistance for new
international peacekeeping activities, and to
reimburse funds originally appropriated for
prior international peacekeeping activities,
which have been reprogrammed for new
international peacekeeping activities, the
President may transfer during fiscal year
1989 such of the funds described in section
2(a) as the President deems necessary, but
not to exceed $125,000,000 to the “‘CONTRIBU-
TIONS FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACEKEEPING AC-
TIVITIES” account or the “PEACEKEEPING OP-
ERATIONS" account administered by the De-
partment of State, notwithstanding section
15(a) of the Department of State Basic Au-
thorities Act of 1956, section 10 of Public
Law 91-672, or any other provision of law.

Sec. 2. (a) INn GeneraL.—The funds that
may be transferred under the authority of
this heading for use in accordance with sec-
tion 1 are—

(1) any funds available to the Department
of Defense during fiscal year 1989, other
than funds appropriated by the Department
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1989 (Public
Law 100-463); and

(2) any funds appropriated by the Foreign
Operations, Export Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations Act, 1989 (Public
Law 100-461) for the “MILITARY ASSISTANCE"
account, for the “INTERNATIONAL MILITARY
EDUCATION AND TRAINING" account, or for
grants under the “FOREIGN MILITARY FINANC-
ING PROGRAM’ account,

(b) RELATIONSHIP TO CERTAIN OTHER PRO-
visioNs.—Funds described in subsection
(a)(2) may be transferred and used for con-
tributions or other assistance for new inter-
national peacekeeping activities in accord-
ance with section 1 of this provision not-
withstanding section 514 of the Foreign Op-
erations, Export Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations Act, 1989 (as
amended by section 589 of that Act), relat-
ing to transfers between accounts.

Sec. 3. (a) REVIEW oOF PROPOSED TRANS-
FERS.—Any transfer of funds pursuant to
section 1 shall be subject to the regular re-
programming procedures of the following
committees:

(1) The Committee on Appropriations of
each House of Congress.

(2) The Committee on Armed Services of
each House of Congress if funds described
in paragraph (1) of section 2(a) are to be
transferred.

(3) The Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate if
funds described in paragraph (2) of section
2(a) are to be transferred.

(b) REVIEW OF PROPOSED OBLIGATIONS.—
The regular reprogramming procedures of
the following committees shall apply with
respect to the obligation of any funds trans-
ferred pursuant to section 1:

(1) The Committee on Appropriations of
each House of Congress.

(2) The Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate.

CHAPTER V

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

For an additional amount for emergency
rehabilitation, forest firefighting, fire sever-
ity presuppression, and other emergency
costs on National Forest System lands and
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Department of Interior lands, $599,669,000
of which (1) $30,180,000 is for “Bureau of
Land Management, Management of lands
and resources'; (2) $2,895,000 is for “United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, Resource
management'’; (3) $25,000,000 is for “Na-
tional Park Service, Operation of the Na-
tional Park System'; (4) $33,594,000 is for
“Bureau of Indian Affairs, Operation of
Indian Programs”; and (5) $508,000,000 is
for “Forest Service, National Forest
System': Provided, That such funds are to
be available for repayment of advances to
other appropriation accounts from which
funds were transferred in fiscal year 1987
and fiscal year 1988 for such purposes.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 501, No funds appropriated or made
available, heretofore or hereafter, under
this or any other Act may be used by the ex-
ecutive branch for soliciting proposals, or
performing studies designed to aid in or
achieve the transfer out of Federal owner-
ship, management or control by sale, lease,
or other disposition, in whole or in part, the
facilities and functions of Naval Petroleum
Reserve Numbered 1 (Elk Hills), located in
Kern County, California, established by Ex-
ecutive order of the President, dated Sep-
tember 2, 1912, and Naval Petroleum Re-
serve Numbered 3 (Teapot Dome), located
in Wyoming, established by Executive order
of the President, dated April 30, 1915, unless
and until legislation specifically authorizing
such activities or such transfer out of Feder-
al ownership of the aforesaid Naval Petrole-
um Reserves is enacted and specific provi-
sion for such activities is made in an appro-
priations Act.

Sec. 502, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, in fiscal year 1989 and thereaf-
ter, sums provided by any party, including
sums provided in advance as (1) reimburse-
ment for contingency planning, response or
damage assessment or response activities
conducted or to be conducted by any agency
funded in the Department of the Interior
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act as
a result of any discharge of oil into the envi-
ronment or (2) damages for injuries result-
ing from such a discharge to resources for
which an agency funded in the Department
of the Interior and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act is a trustee, may be credited to
the relevant appropriation for that agency
then current and shall be available until ex-
pended: Provided, That section 102 of the
Department of the Interior and Related
Agencies Appropriations Aect, 1989, is
amended as follows: after the term ‘‘volca-
noes”; insert “for contingency planning sub-
sequent to actual oil spills, response and
natural resource damage assessment activi-
ties related to oil spills.”

CHAPTER VI
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION

FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS AND
ALLOWANCES

TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE

For an additional amount for “Federal
Unemployment Benefits and Allowances”,
$126,648,000, of which $92,000,000 shall be
for activities as provided by part 1, subchap-
ter B, chapter 2, title IT of the Trade Act of
1974, as amended, and $34,648,000 shall be
for activities, including necessary related ad-
ministrative expenses, as authorized by sec-
tions 236, 237, and 238 of the Trade Act of
1974, as amended.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

SocCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION
LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
The last proviso under this heading in
Public Law 100-436, related to automatic

data processing and telecommunications ex-
penditures, is deleted.

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR HUMAN
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR FOSTER CARE AND
ADOPTION ASSISTANCE
For an additional amount for “Payments
to States for Foster Care and Adoption As-
sistance”, $423,345,000 for title IV-E of the
Social Security Act, which shall be available
for prior years' claims,

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

REHABILITATION SERVICES AND HANDICAPPED
RESEARCH

Allotments under sections 100(b)(1) and
110(b)(3) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
in the amount of $1,450,000,000 shall be con-
sidered as funds mandated by law for pur-
poses of applying section 517 of the Depart-
ments of Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, and Education, and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 1989,

GUARANTEED STUDENT LOANS
For payment of obligations under this
heading incurred during fiscal year 1989,
$892,428,000.
RELATED AGENCY

PRESCRIPTION DRUG PAYMENT REVIEW
CoMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Prescription Drug Payment
Review Commission, as authorized by sec-
tion 1847 of title XVIII of the Social Securi-
ty Act, $250,000, to be derived by transfer of
$125,000 from the Physician Payment
Review Commission and $125,000 from the
Prospective Payment Assessment Commis-
sion, to remain available until expended.

CHAPTER VII
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
PAYMENTS TO WIDOWS AND HEIRS OF DECEASED
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

For payment to Carolyn F. Nichols, widow
of Bill Nichols, late a Representative from
the State of Alabama, $89,500.

CHAPTER VIII
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE
LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Not to exceed an additional $2,500,000
(from fees collected) shall be obligated
during the current fiscal year for adminis-
trative expenses.

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND
CONSERVATION SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for necessary
administrative expenses of the Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Service in-
curred in carrying out fiscal year 1989 work-
load in connection with 1988 disaster assist-
ance activities only, not to exceed
$40,000,000, to be derived by transfer from
the Commodity Credit Corporation.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION
AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FunD
OPERATING LOANS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for insured op-
erating loans, $75,000,000, to be derived by
transfer from guaranteed operating loans.

CHAPTER IX
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
OPERATIONS

For an additional amount for “Oper-
ations”, $70,700,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1990, of which not to
exceed $2,000,000 shall be available for a
pay demonstration project in the Chicago
area, and of which $35,000,000 shall be
available only for the hiring of additional
aviation security specialists, aviation safety
inspectors, and air traffic controllers.

INSTALLATION AND USE OF EXPLOSIVE
DEeTECTION EQUIFMENT

Not later than fifteen days after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Federal
Aviation Administrator shall initiate action,
including such rulemaking or other actions
as necessary, to require air carriers to use
explosive detection equipment that meets
minimum performance standards requiring
application of technology equivalent to or
better than thermal neutron analysis tech-
nology at such airports (whether located
within or outside the United States) as the
Administrator determines that the installa-
tion and use of such equipment is necessary
to ensure the safety of air carrier passen-
gers. The Administrator shall complete
these actions within ninety days of enact-
ment of this Act.

STATE AND LOCAL ANTI-APARTHEID POLICIES

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this or any other law, none of the funds pro-
vided by this or any previous Act to the De-
partment of Transportation shall be with-
held from State or local grantees for any
reason related to the adoption by any such
grantee of a policy prohibiting the procure-
ment of products manufactured or fabricat-
ed in the Republic of South Africa.

CHAFPTER X
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for “Interna-
tional affairs”, not to exceed $2,063,000, to
be derived by transfer from ‘“‘Salaries and
expenses'.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Under this heading in the Treasury De-
partment Appropriations Act, 1989 (Public
Law 100-440), and notwithstanding section
103 of such Act, an additional $5,500,000
may be transferred to the Financial Man-
agement Service, “Salaries and expenses”
for the sole purpose of funding fiscal year
1989 postage costs that exceed the savings
generated by administrative actions of the
Financial Management Service.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
PROCESSING TAX RETURNS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for “Processing
tax returns”, $32,229,000, to be derived by
transfer from “Examinations and appeals".
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INVESTIGATION, COLLECTION, AND TAXPAYER
SERVICE

{INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
For an additional amount for “Investiga-
tion, collection, and taxpayer service”,

$41,754,000, to be derived by transfer from
“Examinations and appeals”.

CHAPTER XI
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION

COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS

For an additional amount for “Compensa-
tion and pensions”, $701,481,000, to remain
available until expended.

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS
For an additional amount for “Readjust-

ment benefits”, $22,212,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

LOAN GUARANTY REVOLVING FUND

For an additional amount for “Loan Guar-
anty Revolving Fund”, $120,100,000, to
remain available until expended.

VETERANS HEALTH SERVICE AND RESEARCH
ADMINISTRATION

MEDICAL CARE

For an additional amount for “Medical
care”, $340,125,000: Provided, That of the
sums appropriated under this heading in
fiscal year 1989, not less than $6,800,000,000
shall be available only for expenses in the
personnel compensation and benefits object
classifications.

For an additional amount for “Medical
care”, as authorized by the Stewart B.
McKinney Homeless Assistance Amend-
ments Act of 1988, $30,000,000.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for “General
operating expenses”, $24,900,000, of which
$15,000,000 shall be derived by transfer
from “Construction, minor projects': Pro-
vided, That in the appropriation language
under this heading in the Department of
Housing and Urban Development-Independ-
ent Agencies Appropriations Aet, 1989,
insert a period after *“$774,316,000" and
delete the language that follows.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT
HousiNG PROGRAMS
ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING

For an additional amount for “Annual
contributions for  assisted housing”,
$5,000,000, to remain available until expend-
ed: Provided, That such amount of budget
authority is to be used only to assist home-
less individuals under section 441 of the
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance
Act.

PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION OF LOW-INCOME
HousiNG PROJECTS

For an additional amount for “Payments
for operation of low-income housing
projects”, $88,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1990: Provided, That
from the foregoing amount, $8,000,000 shall
be made available, notwithstanding section
9(d) of the United States Housing Act of
1937, for increased security assistance.

EMERGENCY SHELTER (GRANTS PROGRAM

For an additional amount for “Emergency
shelter grants program”, $73,500,000, to
remain available until expended.
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TRANSITIONAL AND SUPPORTIVE HOUSING
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM

For an additional amount for ‘“Transition-
al and supportive housing demonstration
program”, $20,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

SUPPLEMENTAL ASSISTANCE FOR FaciLiTies To
AsSIST THE HOMELESS

For grants for supplemental assistance for
facilities to assist the homeless as author-
ized under subtitle D of title V of the Stew-
art B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act
(Public Law  100-77), as amended,
$10,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses', $3,490,000, to be derived by
transfer from “Urban development action
grants'.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

Section 17(f) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 (42 U.8.C. 1437o(f)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by inserting after “State of New York"
the following: “‘or City of New York"; and

(2) in clause (1), by inserting “or munici-
pal” after “State”.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
COURT OF VETERANS APPEALS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the initial
startup costs and operation of the Court of
Veterans Appeals as authorized by sections
4051-4091 of title 38, United States Code,
$3,100,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 1990,

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses”, $6,000,000.

ABATEMENT, CONTROL, AND COMPLIANCE

For an additional amount for “Abatement,
control, and compliance”, $9,000,000, to
remain available until September 30, 1990.

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$15,000,000 are rescinded.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER PROGRAM

For an additional amount for the “Emer-

gency food and shelter program"”,
$15,000,000.
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION

RESEARCH AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for “Research
and p management”, up to
$15,000,000, of which up to $10,000,000 shall
be derived by transfer from “Research and
development” and up to $5,000,000 shall be
derived by transfer from “Space flight, con-
trol and data communications”.

TITLE II—URGENT SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS
CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION
OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND FACILITIES

For an additional amount for “Operations,
research, and facilities”, $32,200,000, to
remain available until expended.
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LEGAL ACTIVITIES
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, GENERAL LEGAL
ACTIVITIES
For an additional amount for *“Salaries
and expenses, General Legal Activities”,
$7,700,000, to remain available until expend-
ed.
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, UNITED STATES
ATTORNEYS
For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses, United States Attorneys”,
$12,476,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.
CIVIL LIBERTIES PUBLIC EDUCATION FUND

For payments to eligible individuals as au-
thorized by sections 105 and 106 of the Civil
Liberties Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-383),
$250,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses”, $23,010,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

THE JUDICIARY

CouURTs OF APPEALS, DISTRICT COURTS, AND
OTHER JUDICIAL SERVICES
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses”, $9,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.
DEFENDER SERVICES

For an additional amount for ‘“Defender
services”, $6,750,000, to remain available
until expended.

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED
SraTEs COURTS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses’’, $50,000.
FEDERAL JUDICIAL CENTER

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses'’, $440,000, to remain available
until expended.
RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION

FEDERAL SHIP FINANCING FUND
For payment to the Secretary of Treasury
for debt reduction, $515,000,000, to remain
available until expended.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses”, $500,000.

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses', $18,285,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

GENERAL PROVISION

Funds appropriated to the Commission
for the Study of International Migration
and Cooperative Economic Development
and the Commission on Agricultural Work-
ers in Public Law 100-459 shall remain avail-
able until expended.
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CHAPTER II
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—
MILITARY

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Sec. 201. Section 8111 of the Department
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1989 (Public
Law 100-463; 102 Stat. 2270-38) is amended
by striking out “$1,163,200,000" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof '$1,258,600,000",

Sec. 202. Section 8119 of the Department
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1989 (Public
Law 100-463; 102 Stat.40) is repealed.

Sec. 203. Section 8080 of the Department
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1989 (Public
Law 100-463) is amended by inserting the
following provision at the end of the para-
graph, after ‘“skills': *: Provided further,
That these limitations shall not apply to
members who enlist in the armed services
on or after July 1, 1989, under a fifteen-
month program established by the Secre-
tary of Defense to test the cost-effective use
of special recruiting incentives involving not
more than nineteen noncombat arms skills
approved in advance by the Secretary of De-
fense".

Sec. 204. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of
Defense may adjust wage rates for civilian
employees hired for certain health care oc-
cupations as authorized for the Administra-
tor of the Veterans Affairs by section
4107(g) of title 38, United States Code: Pro-
vided, That only those occupations cited in
the July 5, 1988, report submitted by the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Health Af-
fairs shall be covered by this provision.

Skc. 205. (a) None of the funds available
to the Department of Defense during the
current fiscal year may be obligated or ex-
pended for research, development, test,
evaluation, production, deployment, or oper-
ation of the Mid-Infrared Advanced Chemi-
cal Laser/SEALITE Beam Director.

(b) The limitation in subsection (a) shall
not apply to the extent that (1) the Secre-
tary of Defense submits to the Committees
on Appropriations and on Armed Services of
the Senate and House of Representatives a
description of proposed funding during the
current fiscal year for the Mid-Infrared Ad-
vanced Chemical Laser-SEALITE Beam Di-
rector (including the amount and the source
of such funding), and (2) such funding is
treated in accordance with procedures appli-
cable to programs which have been desig-
nated as items of congressional interest.

(c) The limitation in subsection (a) does
not apply with respect to the obligation or
expenditure of funds for expenses required
for the termination of a contract.

CHAPTER III

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND
RELATED AGENCIES

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. None of the funds available to
the Department of the Interior may be used
to place on the National Register of Historic
Places the Al Capone House at 7244 South
Prairie Avenue, Chicago, Illinois.

Skc, 302, The King Center and the Nation-
al Park Service are authorized to locate an
additional parking site for the Martin
Luther King National Historic Site within
the National Historic Site and Preservation
District Boundary in accordance with Feder-
al and State preservation regulations, in lieu
of the vacant lot on the north side of Irwin
between Jackson and Boulevard as specified
in Public Law 100-202.
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CHAPTER IV
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
AIRCRAFT PURCHASE LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM

For the settlement of promissory notes
issued to the Secretary of the Treasury,
$10,770,941, to remain available until ex-
pended, together with such sums as may be
necessary for the payment of interest due
under the terms and conditions of such
notes.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. Section 312 of Public Law 100-
457 is amended by deleting “$276,000" and
inserting in lieu thereof “$300,000".

Sec. 302. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the New York State Bridge
Authority shall have the authority to col-
lect tolls on the Newburgh-Beacon Bridge
and to utilize the revenue therefrom for the
construction and reconstruction of and for
the costs necessary for the proper mainte-
nance and operation of any bridges and fa-
cilities under the jurisdiction of such Au-
thority and for the payment of debt service
on any of the Authority’s obligations issued
in connection therewith.

CHAPTER V
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Funds appropriated under this heading in
the Treasury, Postal Service, and General
Government Appropriations Act, fiscal year
1989, Public Law 100-440, for construction
of barriers at the south end of the White

House shall remain available until expend-
ed.

OTHER INDEPENDENT AGENCY
OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Amounts made available under this head-
ing in the Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1989 (Public Law 100-440), which
are to be transferred from the Trust Funds
for implementing the recordkeeping system
of the Federal Employees’ Retirement
System, shall remain available until expend-
ed.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law or regulation, the Director of the Office
of Personnel Management may adjust wage
rates for civilian employees hired for certain
health care occupations as authorized for
the Administrator of the Veterans Affairs
by section 4107(g) of title 38, United States
Code.

CHAPTER VI

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT

HousinG PROGRAMS
RENTAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE

Such sums as may be necessary are hereby
approved to implement the authority con-
ferred on the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development by section 236(r) of the
National Housing Act to provide interest re-
ductions and rental assistance payments:
Provided, That notwithstanding the second
sentence of such section 236(r), an applica-
tion shall be eligible for assistance under
such section if the mortgagee submits an ap-
plication within five hundred and forty-
eight days after the effective date of this
Act.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GRANTS
Funds under this head in the Department
of Housing and Urban Development-Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1989
shall be made available for a special project
under section 107 of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5307) to the Hawaii State Department of
Hawaiian Home Lands, for infrastructure
development on Hawaiian Home Lands, not-
withstanding the restrictions on alienation
applicable to such lands.
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

The limitation carried under this heading
in the Department of Housing and Urban
Development-Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1989 on program development
and management in fiscal year 1989 is in-
creased by $750,000.

GENERAL PROVISION

Section 406 under this heading in the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment-Independent Agencies Appropriations
Act, 1989 (Public Law 100-404) is amended
by striking out “the Secretary of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, who, under title 5, United States
Code, section 101, is exempted from such
limitation” and inserting in lieu thereof
“any officer or employee authorized such
transportation under title 31, United States
Code, section 1344".

GENERAL PROVISION—TITLE II

Funds provided in this title shall become
available for obligation or expenditure, only
(1) upon agreement by House and Senate
conferees to a reduction of existing funds to
offset such expenditure, or (2) additional re-
ceipts to the Treasury to offset such ex-
penditures are made.

TITLE HI—-TECHNICAL ENROLLMENT
CORRECTIONS

Sec. 301. The appropriation Operation
and Maintenance, Navy as contained in the
Department of Defense Appropriations Act,
1989 (Public Law 100-463; 102 Stat. 2270-3)
is amended by striking out *, of which
$60,000,000 shall be transferred to the Coast
Guard".

SEec. 302. In Public Law 100-461, "An Act
making appropriations for Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1989, and for other purposes”, in TITLE
V—GENERAL PROVISIONS, following the
last “.” in section 572, insert the following:

““RESOLUTION OF JAPANESE BEETLE PROBLEM"

“Sec. 573. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used to fund any pro-
grams to assist in solving the Japanese
beetle problem in the Azores. It is the sense
of the Congress that this problem was cre-
ated by the Department of Defense which
should fund any program to resolve it.".

Sec. 303. In Public Law 100-446, "“An Act
making appropriations for the Department
of the Interior and Related Agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1989, and
for other purposes”, in the account titled
“Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation Com-
mission"” delete the sum *“$27,323,000" and
insert in lieu thereof “*$27,373,000".

Sec. 304. In Public Law 100-460, “An Act
making appropriations for Rural Develop-
ment, Agriculture, and Related Agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1989,
and for other purposes”, in the account
titled “National Agricultural Library”,
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delete the sum ''$13,268,000" and insert in
lieu thereof “$14,268,000".

Skec. 305. In Public Law 100-457, “An Act
making appropriations for the Department
of Transportation and Related Agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1989,
and for other purposes”, in the account
titled “Urban Mass Transportation Adminis-
tration, Interstate Transfer Grants-Transit"
delete the sum *“$2,000,000,000" and insert
in lieu thereof '*$200,000,000".

TITLE IV=-GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 401. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall remain available
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year
unless expressly so provided herein.

SEec. 402, Notwithstanding section 1346 of
title 31, United States Code, or section 608
of Public Law 100-440, funds made available
for fiscal year 1989 by this or any other Act
shall be available for the interagency fund-
ing of national security and emergency pre-
paredness telecommunications initiatives
which benefit multiple Federal depart-
ments, agencies, or entities, as provided by
Executive Order Numbered 12472 (April 3,
1984).

This Act may be cited as the “Dire Emer-
gency Supplemental Appropriations and
Transfers, Urgent Supplementals, and Cor-
recting Enrollment Errors Act of 1989",

Mr. CONTE (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be considered as
read, printed in the REcoRrD, and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order against the bill?

POINTS OF ORDER

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I wish to make a point of order
against section 204 on page 31 of the
bill, and also I rise to make a point of
order against the language contained
in lines 20 through 25 on page 34 of
the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan may be heard on his
point of order.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman reserve a point of order
so that I can have a colloquy with
him?

The CHAIRMAN. Points of order
have to be made, and then the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania may discuss
the point or order. Without objection,
the gentleman is recognized.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I
wanted to ask the gentleman to ex-
plain the problems that we have in the
military with nurses. I know we have
talked about this a couple of times
before. For 2 years I have been visiting
the naval hospitals and they have a
tremendous shortage of personnel, as
the gentleman knows, not only in
nurses, but in anesthetists, and in a
number of other professions, not jobs,
in the medical services of the Navy.

We put 800 people in 1 year ago and
specified that they could only go to
the medical services. We are spending
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money for CHAMPUS right now,
money that should go to the hospitals
so that they could take care of the pa-
tient much more efficiently, in the
way naval personnel expect them to be
taken care of.
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The dependents are the ones that
are suffering because of the provision
where they cannot get the nurses.
There is such a competition for nurses
and they are underpaid and what we
have asked in this legislation is that
the individual services would be able
to contract at a higher price in individ-
ual cases at those hospitals to alleviate
this shortage we have in the military.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Forp] is recog-
nized to state his point of order.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I make the point of order on the
ground that the language in both in-
stances constitutes legislation in an
appropriation bill violating clause 2 of
rule XXI.

I would like to say for the record in
response to the gentleman that I un-
derstand and, to some degree, sympa-
thize with what he is trying to do with
his legislating in this appropriations
bill. But frankly he is causing us a
problem.

My committee has been working now
for almost 3 years and the subcommit-
tee, both Democrats and Republicans,
have been trying to develop a compre-
hensive revision of the Federal pay
system just because of instances as the
gentleman is describing. He can talk
about nurses in the military hospitals
but I have to tell you that we get what
is left over in our veterans hospitals.
In most States our veterans hospitals
are so understaffed in the nurse-pa-
tient ratio that if they were not oper-
ated by the Federal Government they
would not be licensed by the States. It
is a scandal waiting to explode in our
face.

We spent a good part of 1988 negoti-
ating with Mr. Reagan’s Office of Per-
sonnel Management about some solu-
tions for this. It came apart when we
found they were interested only in
dealing with the Defense Department
and not with NASA, not with any of
the other agencies where we have
similar problems.

It is our hope that by not letting
those cases that have come to people’s
attention and have become popular
get away, that we will be able to do a
comprehensive job of relating the Fed-
eral pay system more realistically to
the kinds of skills that are required
for the jobs and the kind of competi-
tion we face in the private sector in
trying to find the people.

We not only cannot get nurses, we
cannot get doctors.

As I stand here talking to you there
is no director of research at the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. If you read
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the paper yesterday, we lost more of
the top people at NASA.

We had testimony last week from
the Volcker Commission which has a
comprehensive plan for taking care of
this. We will hear testimony from the
former director of NASA and other
personnel directors in a few days.

Very shortly the Chief Justice of the
United States for the first time in his-
tory will appear before our committee
to talk about the judges. We are
hoping to get all these people working
together so there will be support for a
comprehensive rewrite of our pay
system.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the concern of the gentleman
from Michigan. I do understand it. I
know he has been working on it. I just
wanted to say to him we do have an
emergency and I hope his legislation
will move quickly forward.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. To help the
gentleman, Mr. Chairman, most of
what he wants to do the Office of Per-
sonnel Management has the authority
to do now. And for whatever reason
the administration chooses not to
agree with the Secretary of Defense
on doing it. I think maybe if they
could resolve their differences they
could accomplish a good deal of what
the gentleman is asking for.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN).
Are there further Members who wish
to be heard on this point of order? If
not, the Chair is prepared to rule.

For the reasons stated by the gentle-
man from Michigan in connection
with these two sections that a point of
order is raised upon, the Chair finds
that these sections are in fact legisla-
tion on an appropriations bill. The
Chair sustains the point of order.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to make a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state the point of order.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order reluctantly that
the provision beginning on page 20,
line 19 and ending on page 21, line 6
constitutes legislation in an appropria-
tion bill and is a violation of clause 2,
rule XXI of the rules of the House of
Representatives.

I would like to be heard on the point
of order.

Mr. Chairman, I said “‘reluctantly”
because I fully concur with the lan-
guage, and the intent of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations in directing
action to be taken on installation of
explosives detection devices at key do-
mestic and overseas airports at which
U.S. air carriers operate.

However, the Subcommitte on Avia-
tion, which I chair, has concluded
hearings and will tomorrow, I am con-
fident, report out a bill to provide in
an orderly fashion a legislative frame-
work within which this work will be
done and which will also provide a
funding mechanism that will be within
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the ambit of the Approriations Com-
mittee,

We anticipate bringing such legisla-
tion through the full committee the
following week and to the House floor
as expeditiously as House leadership
can do so.

We have reached a bipartisan agree-
ment within our committee on the
framework for this legislation.

The Transportation Appropriations
Subcommittee has, in fact, taken the
language from the pending bill before
our committee and very commendably
demonstrated its genuine concern and
seized upon this opportunity to act
quickly, demonstrate its commitment
to protection of Americans traveling in
air carriers vulnerable to terrorism.

So I commend the committee and
commend the chairman for his desire
to use the authority of the Subcom-
mittee on Transportation Appropria-
tions to deal with terrorism.

I merely am saying defer until our
committee has created the legislative
framework within which the appropri-
ate funding may be provided.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Leaman] for further debate on the
point of order.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I thank
the Chair.

Mr. Chairman, I understand the po-
sition of my good friend from Minne-
sota [Mr., OBERSTAR]. Nevertheless, I
am sorry that a point of order was
made against this provision. The real
reason that our subcommittee added
this provision was to move as quickly
as possible to give the manufacturers
the strongest possible signal to gear up
as fast as possible to mass produce
these devices. This will allow them to
produce 50 to 100 of these machines a
year instead of the 5 or 6 that they
now have scheduled.

As the gentleman said, our provision
does not really conflict with the provi-
sion that I understand is being now
legislated in his subcommittee and in
the full Committee on Public Works
and Transportation. But we are just
trying to, you could say, double track
through appropriations to insure the
most rapid possible deployment of
these devices.

As many of us know, even with the
best of intentions and the best possible
true legislation, sometimes you get
weighted down with the consequences
and then it dies. For instance, in this
case there is a possible conflict as to
who is going to pay for these devices,
whether the Federal Government or
the taxpayers are going to do it or
whether the airline industry is going
to do it. This controversy could possi-
bly sink this legislation in the author-
izing process. I would just urge the
gentleman to perhaps withdraw his
objection and let us get on with the
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fastest possible improvement for the
safety of air travel.

| am really sorry that a point of order is
being made against the provision in this bill
that deals with explosive detection equipment.

| just hope that the gentleman is not placing
jurisdictional turf ahead of the goal we all
share to fast track state of the art bomb de-
tection equipment.

The reason our subcommittee added this
provision was to, as fast as possible, give
manufacturers the strongest possible signal to
gear up for mass production now. This will
allow them to produce 50 to 100 machines
per year—instead of the 6 per year now pro-
grammed.

Our provision does not conflict with what |
understand is the substance of the authorizing
committee legislation. We are just double
tracking through appropriations to insure rapid
deployment.

Too often legislation—good legislation—
gets weighed down with controversy and
dies—for instance in this case a provision that
mandates the Federal Government—taxpay-
ers—not the airlines to fund this program
could sink this legislation.

| would urge the gentleman to withdraw his
objection and let us get on with the fastest
possible improvement for the safety of air
travel.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further
discussion on the point of order?

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. CouGHLIN] is recognized.

Mr. COUGHLIN. I thank the Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to sup-
port Chairman LEHMAN's request that
my distinguished friend, the gentle-
man from Minnesota, withdraw his
point of order.

This is a way to proceed expeditious-
ly and try to get something done here
that is important.

I know the gentleman from Minne-
sota feels the same way and I hope
that he might consider withdrawing
his request as well.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any fur-
ther discussion on the point of order?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman,
again I appreciate the desire of the
members of the subcommittee to move
expeditiously. We will do so within the
context of the legislation pending in
the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation. We will provide a
framework to do all of those things
that Chairman LEHEMAN just addressed
in an expeditious fashion but within
the proper legislative framework. I
think having a bipartisan understand-
ing as we do, we will be able to move
that legislation without the append-
ages that would weigh it down.
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The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GLICKMAN).
The Chair is prepared to rule. For the
reasons outlined by the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR], the
Chair finds that this language is, in
fact, legislation on an appropriations
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bill. Therefore, the point of order is
sustained.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MURTHA

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MUrRTHA: On
page 38, after line 25 insert the following:

No funds appropriated under this act or
any other act shall be available to the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms
for the enforcement of section 204 of the Al-
coholic Beverage Labeling Act of 1988, title
VIII of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988,
(Pub. L. 100-690, 102 Stat. 481) and regula-
tions issued thereunder, as it relates to malt
beverage glass returnable bottles of 12
ounces or less to which labels have been per-
manently affixed by means of painting and
heat treatment, which were ordered on or
before April 21, 1989, provided the closure
for such bottles contain the warning state-
ment, and provided further, that any new
returnable glass bottles ordered after April
21, 1989, will be in full compliance with sec-
tion 204 and the regulations issued thereun-
der.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

Mr. WALKER. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, I am trying
to find out what the amendment is
about.

Mr. MURTHA. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Chairman, let me explain
the amendment. This amendment
takes care of a brewery that has a la-
beling problem, and it will take care of
it for a couple of years because there
are 800,000 cases of bottles already
filled and this keeps them from going
out of business during the next couple
of years. The label provisions goes into
effect in November and may need a
couple of years.

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving
the right to object, Mr. Chairman,
does this have any fiscal implications?

Mr. MURTHA. No.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MURTHA. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New Mexico.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I have
reviewed the amendment and had a
visit with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MurTHA], and I have no
objection to this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA]

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.
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Mr. Chairman, while I have some se-
rious reservations about H.R. 2072 be-
cause it does not comply with the
budget accord, I would like to state my
strong support for a program in chap-
ter 4 of the bill, authorizing further
migration and refugee assistance.

This chapter authorizes $100 million
to support emergency refugee assist-
ance for Soviet and East European ref-
ugees as well as African and Asian
Refugees. The money would be avail-
able only if new budget authority is
obtained, or the President elects to
transfer unobligated and unearmarked
funds made available in the Foreign
Operations Appropriations Act of
1989.

This money would allow for the ad-
mission of 24,500 more Soviet refugees
in addition to the 19,000 already
funded for fiscal year 1989.

I just returned from a week in the
Soviet Union. I was last there in 1971,
and the changes that have taken place
are remarkable.

But in the area of emigration, much
needs to be done. While more Soviets
are being allowed to emigrate than in
recent years, those requesting exit
visas are still persecuted.

I was approached by a large group of
Armenian refuseniks who asked me to
publicize their plight and support fur-
ther funding for refugee assistance.

This petition, written in broken but
very compelling English, tells their
story more eloquently than I can, and
I include it at this point in the record.

The petition follows:

We, a group of Soviet citizens, have for a
long time to get rid of Soviet citizenship—
citizenship of the country where a single-
party system and lawlessness reign.

It is a common knowledge that prior to
Helsinki Declaration on Human Rights of
1975 any Soviet citizen openly proclaiming
his wish to emigrate from the USSR could
get into a sanitarium or finally be in circum-
stances under which he could loose a human
face. The Helsinki Declaration imbued us
with a belief that our dreams of many years
would be fulfilled despite artificial difficul-
ties created by the Soviet party/only next
of kin relatives were permitted to emigrate.
However in 1980 Soviet citizens were de-
prived of even these limited emigration
rights.

We, having the belief and a great wish to
get become free, nevertheless had not lost
hopes; and indeed in 1987 emigration that
was diligently assisted up to summer of 1988
by the American government which granted
refugee status to 4700 families, started
again. Such rate of emigration was suitable
for us, but—the saying is that '‘a rapid
stream becomes dry soon"—the emigration
slowed down again this time to a consider-
able degree owing to the actions undertaken
by the American government. In July 1988
emigrants were told that entry to the USA
was being slowed down as the Emigration
Fund assigned for that Fiscal Year had been
depleted; and also a promise was given that
starting from the next FY /01.10.88/ the
emigration would continue. The next year
had come but utterly new regulations for
Soviet emigrants followed; the new regula-
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tions equalized the unfortunate Soviet citi-
zens with emigrants entering the USA from
democratic countries; besides, these regula-
tions were also applied to a big group of
Soviet emigrants who had filed their docu-
ments to the US Consulate before these reg-
ulations had become adopted /before
01.10.88/. It should be particularly noted
that these people having addressed to the
US Consulate before 01.10.88 /for this pur-
pose only one member of each family went
to Moscow/, got leaflets that said that in
order to be inverviewed before going to the
USA they are to be available having Soviet
special passports issues to travel abroad. To
get these passports they had to vacate their
flats and homes, leave their jobs, take chil-
dren out of educational institutions /includ-
ing higher schools/, kindergartens, forgo
medical service as they were to be excluded
from patients lists at their polyclinics. The
done so and afterwards together with their
whole families including little children and
old men and women went to Moscow and re-
ferred to the American Consulate where tid-
ings about the altered emigration regula-
tions were brought down on them.

As a result they instead of going to the
USA in a week’s time get stalled in Moscow
for a period of uncertain duration and faced
with a swarm of problems, It is impossible
to get rooms in Moscow hotels, and private
flats are leased by cooperatives at the price
of T roubles per day for one person which is
7 times more expensive than in hotels,
where previously rooms were booked by the
US Consulate for Soviet emigrants. Now
imagine a family of these emigrants consist-
ing of 5 and more persons and staying in
Moscow from October-November 1988.

In addition to the fact that they are har-
rassed by local authorities under the pre-
text that they have no Moscow residence
permit, provocations against them are ar-
ranged with the help of hooligan elements;
and when emigrants refer to bodies of main-
tenance of public order, those, instead of
stopping hooliganism, cavil at lack of the
residence permit. To get medical service
emigrants have to address to commercial
outpatients’ clinies; and the quality of medi-
cal services can be judged by the fact that
already there are cases of death among the
emigrants.

Particularly worrying is the plight of chil-
dren and youths who are deprived of oppor-
tunity to continue their education. The fact
is that we are to leave this country because
we have rather sceptical attitude to this
country, and we wouldn't like that such an
attitude concerning the rest of the world
evolve in minds of our children.

Whereas according to new regulations the
main reason of delaying the emigrants is a
lack of their sponsors, it is strange that The
Consulate is not able to become aware of
the fact that Soviet emigrants unlike emi-
grants from other countries have not the
opportunity to take away their money due
to the unconvertible nature of Soviet
rouble, and further delaying issuance of
entry visas will soon these emigrants into
beggared vagrants at all,

Concluding any valid labour contracts on
behalf of emigrants by their relatives in ab-
sence of future employees themselves, as
the American Consulate hints thereat, is
hardly possible too.

In conclusion we make a request. Have
mercy on our youths’ souls, have mercy on
health of our old men and women. Help us
to go, we do not intend to sustain our lives
by alms. There are specialists of various
kinds amongst us, and we're able to work
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and to do good for the country where we
shall live,

We are people living in the end of XXth
century, when mankind struggles to save
the Earth and to establish millenial ideals,
we hope it will not be allowed that these 300
families become victims of the still going
cold war.

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could
have the attention of the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, in H.R. 2072, the
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions bill, there is a provision provid-
ing for the transfer of up to $40 mil-
lion from the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration to the Agricultural Stabiliza-
tion and Conservation Service for nec-
essary administrative expenses in-
curred in carrying out fiscal year 1989
workload in connection with the 1988
disaster assistance activities. I would
like to take this opportunity to com-
mend the county office ASCS person-
nel for working long, hard hours in im-
plementing the Disaster Assistance
Act of 1988.

Mr. Chairman, as chairman of the
committee responsible for this legisla-
tion, I would like to applaud my col-
leagues on the Committee on Appro-
priations for highlighting one of the
problems encountered with USDA's
implementation of the Emergency As-
sistance Act of 1988. In addition, I
want to ensure that USDA under-
stands that this is a problem not only
with beans, edible beans, but a prob-
lem that has been encountered by
farmers who produce pumpkins,
peaches, apples, melons, onions, and
cantaloupes, to name just a few.

It was not the intent of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture to include nonsala-
ble commodities in determining the
quantity of harvested commodities.

I would like to ask the distinguished
chairman if it was the intent of the
Committee on Appropriations to limit
their concern over this problem just to
dry beans, or whether it was their
intent to merely highlight one of the
commodities affected by the Depart-
ment’s faulty interpretation?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is correct in that he repeats
the problem that we have with regard
to other commodities. We did not at-
tempt to limit our concern to just dry
beans, it applies to fruit and whatever.

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 1
thank the distinguished gentleman
and I appreciate his interest and all
his work, and I am sure that by bring-
ing out the fact that it was the intent
of the authorizing committee and now
the distinguished chairman agreeing,
that was the intent of the Committee
on Appropriations and the mention of
beans is, but to quote, one of the items
that can be encompassed as the total.
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I appreciate my distinguished col-
league speaking.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FOLEY

Mr. FOLEY, Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FoLEy: At the
end of the reading of the bill for amend-
ment, on page 36, strike lines 19-24.

On page 38, after line 25, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

Sec. 403. From the funds made available
in fiscal year 1989 for programs or activities
not mandated by law, except for accounts
receiving supplemental appropriations in
this Act, 0.57 percent is canceled from each
account, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law: Provided, That the fiscal year
1989 obligation limitation for each account
with such a limitation is reduced by 0.57
percent.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
ForLey] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, a Member opposed will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes and the amend-
ment shall not be subject to amend-
ments.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. FoLEY].

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment
which I am offering today is a very
simple one, and although the reading
is waived, I think it might be well to
read it.

It says:

From the funds made available in fiscal
year 1989, for programs or activities not
mandated by law, except for accounts re-
ceiving supplemental appropriations under
this act, 0.57 percent is cancelled from each
account, notwithstand!ng any other provi-
sion of law: Provided, That the fiscal year
1989 obligation limitation for each account
with such a limitation is reduced by 0.57
percent.

The supplemental appropriation bill
today carries a cost, and although I
agree with the distinguished chairman
of the committee and members of the
Committee on Appropriations that we
have a dire emergency and that we do
need funds, I also believe that Mem-
bers of the House want to live within
some fiscal constraint and want to
achieve some fiscal balance with the
passage of this bill.

This amendment will offset the
amount of outlays for 1989 required
by the supplemental appropriation
bill. It is fair. It covers each account,
other than mandated entitlement ac-
counts, except for the accounts cov-
ered in the supplemental itself. It is a
fiscally responsible amendment, and
Members should be, I think, cognizant
of the fact that this is the first oppor-
tunity we will have this year to indi-
cate whether we are going to live
within the budget restraints, whether
we are going to establish some kind of
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balance in dealing with the critical
problems of the country, and whether
we will stay within the budget resolu-
tions and comply with the terms of
our agreements.
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Mr. Chairman, the fiscal year 1990
budget resolution has not come for-
ward to the House yet, but it will be
here in the next week or so.

I am of the opinion that both Demo-
cratic and Republican members of the
Budget Committee would strongly en-
dorse some action similar to what I am
proposing. There were differences on
exactly how this offset should be
done.

The amendment I am offering cuts
across discretionary accounts except
those receiving supplemental appro-
priation in this bill. Some of these cuts
are actually less than the unexpended
balances remaining in the accounts for
the various appropriations from last
year. So, although this amendment
does constitute a savings, we are not
going to hamper existing programs.

Mr. Chairman, I think individual
Members would like to ask:

Why isn’t there an exemption for my pro-
gram? We have an interest in this particular
area that is vitally necessary for the nation-
al interest.

1 think it is obvious, if we would care
to go into every account, every pro-
gram, and every activity of the Feder-
al Government, that everybody would
have some program for which they
would be willing to defend against any
cuts at all whether it is in the field of
health, education, science, research, or
defense.

This amendment cuts across all
those programs except in entitlement
accounts, and it provides an equal
treatment of a fifty-seven hundredth
of a percent cut.

This supplemental appropriation is
badly needed. This amendment is im-
portant to the success of this supple-
mental appropriation, and in defense
of it, I would point out that my
amendment is fiscally responsible and
consistent with what I believe to be
the intent of the 1987 summit agree-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any
Member who is opposed to the Foley
amendment?

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I am op-
posed to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. ConTE] is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6
minutes to my dear friend, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDabg]l.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to the Foley
amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, I recognize the valid
need for some of the new funding con-
tained in this supplemental package.
But I cannot agree to the offset pro-
posal being offered by the majority
leader, which mandates an across-the-
board cut of $1.7 billion from the on-
going, current programs of the De-
fense Department.

With only 5 months left in the fiscal
year—we are being asked to tell the
managers at DOD that they will have
$1.7 billion less with which to carry
out our Nation’s worldwide defense re-
sponsibilities.

We are being asked to tear up an
agreement—reached a year and a half
ago by the leadership on both sides of
the Capitol and the President—which
set a solid number that the President
and the Pentagon were told over and
over they could rely on in shaping our
defense plans and responsibilities.

For that reason alone, if the Foley
amendment passes, I believe the Presi-
dent will—as he should—veto what in
my opinion is nothing more than a last
second scheme.

But before we vote, all of us need to
understand what a cut of this size,
with less than half the fiscal year left,
will force on the leadership at our
DOD.

I can see some thinking—$1.7 billion,
well we can get that if we delay con-
tracts, or some other action. No
matter if this would mean renegotiat-
ing contracts on the F-16, or the Brad-
ley fighting vehicle, or our new Aegis
destroyers. I can see Members think-
ing, Defense will find some way to
manage the cut.

The key word is “manage.” Under
the Foley amendment, DOD doesn't
get to manage the cut. The amend-
ment tells them where the money
comes from—from each and every De-
fense account. What the Foley amend-
ment calls for is just like a Gramm-
Rudman sequester—where all defense
accounts are cut, without regard to
impact or affect. In fact, the Foley
amendment is worse than a sequester
because even military personnel—our
men and women in the field—are not
spared. This isn't micromanagement—
its management by meat cleaver.

Let me tell you what this means. In
the military personnel accounts, DOD
will have to slice $448 million. There's
no discretion allowed. There will be
almost half a billion cut from the ac-
counts which support and pay our
active duty, Guard and Reserve per-
sonnel.

This late in the year, a cut of this
size spells disaster. Listen to what this
means:

There will be an unplanned and irra-
tional cut in force structure—the early
retirement or release of 28,000 troops.

There won't be adequate funds for
planned change of station moves,
bringing our people home from their
overseas duty, and these moves will
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have to be frozen. And so you under-
stand this burden—because of the
original summit agreement defense
had to stretch these tours by 6 months
to a year. And now we are asked to add
more time to this service—even more
time away from home and family.

Medical care for our service mem-
bers and their dependents will be cut
by §75 million. A $75 million cut, from
an area where last year this Congress
found a pressing need and we added
money over the budget.

‘We do not want to do this.

What about readiness? No discretion
there, either, because the operations
and maintenance accounts would take
a $490 million reduction.

This means a $160 million cut
against pay for our civilian personnel.
The only way to deal with this is fur-
loughs, layoffs, and RIF's at our
depots, and shipyards.

Readiness cuts also means cutting
off flying and steaming hours. It
means canceling exercises. And it
means eliminating 25 percent—one
guarter—of scheduled training for our
Guard and Reserve forces.

For the past 5 years this House and
the country has struggled with trying
to do “more with less” as Defense
spending has fallen. And if there's any
consensus that's emerged, it is that if
Defense has to come down we must
make reasoned, sound decisions.

Our last two Secretaries of De-
fense—Frank Carlucci, and now our
former colleague Dick Cheney—have
put forward their priorities—good
people; readiness; and smart, efficient
acquisition. These simple goals have
been saluted by this body and in the
fiscal 1989 Defense bill we overwhelm-
ingly endorséd them.

Today we are being asked to throw
these priorities away. We're being
asked to renege on our commitment
and impose a senseless, slashing $1.7
billion cut on the Pentagon.

Here we are, just 1 day after Dick
Cheney thoughtfully puts foward a
plan to cancel or curtail major mili-
tary programs, in order to protect
people, readiness, and efficient acquisi-
tion and we are being asked to unravel
those very pillars of our defense
effort.

Mr. Chairman, I point out to the
Members of the House that this is mis-
guided and it is wrong. I strongly urge
a “no” vote against the Foley amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDape] has expired.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. McDADE].

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. McDADE, I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.
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Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, let me
ask, what does the gentleman propose
we do here?

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I have
a very cogent suggestion. We had 195
votes against the rule when this bill
came up because of the uneasiness in
the Chamber. Let us go back to the
appropriations committee and start
over, Let us not send down to the
President a bill that is going to be
vetoed.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman is a member of the Appropria-
tions Committee.

Mr. McDADE. Yes, and I am proud
of being a member of the Appropria-
tions Committee.

Mr. FOLEY. The gentleman is a
member of the committee, and we had
an opportunity for one of the mem-
bers of the committee, the ranking
member of the committee, to offer an
alternative. The Rules Committee
made that in order, but the gentleman
has chosen not to offer it.

Mr. McDADE. Let me say to my
friend that the handwriting is on the
wall here about what is going to
happen.

Mr. FOLEY. What does the gentle-
man believe is going to happen?

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, let me
say that we hope very strongly this
amendment is defeated and this bill
goes back to the Appropriations Com-
mittee. We did this last year. My
friend remembers a supplemental that
got loaded down and went down to the
White House and got vetoed. Then it
came back and we passed a smaller
supplemental bill. We went through
all that last year.
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Mr. FOLEY. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. McDape] knows, 1
think, that outlays for the Defense
Department have risen over $4.5 bil-
lion since last year when we avoided
sequester. If my amendment were
adopted, there would be about $3 bil-
lion in outlays for the defense ac-
counts over and above the terms of
the 1987 summit agreement. My
amendment is not unfair to Defense.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, let me
say to my friend, the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. FoLey], “You can
use that figure. The outlays for the
rest of the Government then have
been up about $30 billion,” and I think
the gentleman knows that, and we do
not control outlays. We are talking
here about budget authority, and
almost halfway through, more than
halfway through the fiscal year, his
amendment would impose unmanage-
able restrictions on the Department of
Defense that I say in good conscience
to the gentleman from Washington
[Mr. FoLEY], my friend, they cannot
execute.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I know that is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

the gentleman’s opinion. I am confi-
dent that the Department of Defense
can execute the mandates presented
by the Congress. They always have
managed quite well as the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. McDabpg]
knows.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I say
to my friend, the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. FoLEy], they do
when we give them some time, but
here we are in the last half of the
ninth inning with an agreement that
was reached by a group of people in
the room, a number that nobody has
had hearings on, and here we are
going to impose it on them that far
through the fiscal year. I say to the
gentleman that they cannot manage it
that they——

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I urge
the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. McDape] and his colleagues to
believe that, if we are going to spend
money, let us pay for it. Let us not
just run the deficit up.

Mr. McDADE. Oh, we have always
believed in that, and I hope we can do
that.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WHITTEN].

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, may
I say that I am normally opposed to
percentage cuts. I want to say that, if
we get in the habit of it, the commit-
tee will, as a matter of course, put
money in there so it can be taken out.

However, Mr. Chairman, we need to
get to conference because there are
some very urgent things in this bill. I
did not get to see the amendment ear-
lier, but, having been on defense since
1943, with the exception of 2 years, I
can see some of the problems that my
colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDape] has pointed out.

However may I say that what we
need to do is to get to conference, and
I can assure the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. McDapel that, as a
member of the subcommittee, we will
work with the Department of Defense
to work this thing out where they can
handle it in a way and not have to deal
with each item.

May I point out to all of my col-
leagues that I have supported the De-
fense Department far longer than any
of them, I hope as well. But with such
cuts, if we work it where they can
adjust it to suit themselves, when we
get through, they will have for this
vear $297,200 million, which is over $3
billion more than was agreed to in the
summit. They will have at the end of
this year $259.6 billion unspent. They
will have at the end of this year $41.2
billion not even obligated.

So, we do need to give the relief that
the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. McDape] points out by letting
them work it out like they want to and
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not having to deal with individual
items.

I did not get to see the amendment
in advance. I agree with it. But I say
that what we are trying to do here is
to get to conference and get this
behind us so these urgent supplemen-
tals will be available to the veterans
and to all the others.

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope we will go
along with this so we can get to con-
ference, and I assure my colleagues
that, as the chairman of the commit-
tee and a longtime member of the sub-
committee, we will work it out where
it will not require all the detail that
has been pointed out by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDabE].

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. NATCHER].

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. FoLEY], my friend, the major-
ity leader.

Mr. Chairman, chapter 6 of the sup-
plemental that is now before the Com-
mittee, contains five items that are
under the jurisdiction of the Subcom-
mittee on the Departments of Labor,
Health and Human Services and Edu-
cation. Three of these items are
money items. The total, as requested
by President Bush for these items was
$1,446 million. The subcommittee rec-
ommended to the full committee, and
we have in this bill, the sum of $1,442
million. We have about a $4.4 million
reduction below the amounts request-
ed by the President. Chapter 6 does
not include any increase in discretion-
ary budget authority or outlays for ac-
tivities under these Departments. The
$1,442 million is call for entitlements.

Mr. Chairman, if the Foley amend-
ment is adopted, $226 million will be
cut out of the regular appropriation
bill for fiscal year 1989 that was signed
into law on September 20 of last year.
Mr. Chairman, the Labor-HHS-Educa-
tion Subcommittee stayed under the
section 302(b) allocation that we re-
ceived last year. We did everything
possible to bring this bill to the House
under the amount, keeping under
Gramm-Rudman, which we did.

Despite this, if this amendment is
adopted, as I said to my colleagues,
$226 million will be cut out from these
programs. Just let me give my col-
leagues a few examples.

In job training it would cut $21 mil-
lion. As far as biomedical research, Mr.
Chairman, —$40.7 million. As far as
drug abuse, treatment and prevention,
the Foley amendment would cut the
bill $9 million. Social Security and
Medicare, administrative costs, $32
million. Low-income energy assistance,
$7 million. Head Start, $7 million.
Chapter 1 compensatory education,
$26 million. Education for the handi-
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capped, $11 million. Student financial
assistance, $33 million.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know of a
Member in this House on either side
of the aisle that is against the item in
the bill pertaining to the Veterans'
Administration. Any urgent emergen-
cy bill that passes in this House will
contain the amount for the veterans.
But why do they want to come in here
at this time and say to the committee,
“The reduction has to come out of
those programs pertaining to health
and education”?

Mr. Chairman, we brought out a
good bill last year. It was under our
302(b) ceiling and it was signed into
law. The question has arisen during
this debate as to what we would do if
we do not adopt the Foley amendment
and the bill fails today, Mr. Chairman.
All we have to do is bring out a clean
bill. In that bill put in the money for
Veterans’ Administration. Put in the
money for guaranteed student loans
and other mandatory programs. Put in
the trade adjustment money. All we
have to do is to put in there only the
essential items and the House will
adopt it.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. ConTE], my friend
for years now, along with the other
members of our subcommittee have
said time after time, “If you take care
of the health of your people and edu-
cate your children, you can continue
living in the strongest country in the
world."”

The Foley amendment says, “In
order to balance this out, we want to
take $226 million out of health and
education.”

Mr. Chairman, this is a mistake. It is
a serious mistake. The bill that should
be before this committee today should
be a bill that my friend, the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. ForLey]l, the
majority leader, would approve of, one
that takes care of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, and the other items that
I called attention to. We should not
come in here and say “Let us cut the
AIDS Program back a little amount
here to pay for the $7 million from re-
search on a dread disease that is all
around the world.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
NATCHER] has expired.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER].

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman,
there is a way to bring this bill out
and bring it out right. My colleagues
know, and I know, and every member
in this committee knows that, when
this bill gets on the other side, if it
stays in the current form, it will be
turned into a Christmas tree if they
have ever seen one.
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In the conference we will be able to
agree on them and then the bill that
we send downtown to President Bush
will be vetoed just as sure as I am
standing on this floor today.

Now, why do we want to go through
that? These items are important.

My friend, the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. FoLEY] is a good ma-
jority leader, Mr. Chairman. Certainly,
he is in favor of these items for the
Veterans' Administration. So am I.

He is in favor of these items pertain-
ing to guaranteed student loans, and
so am I.

Mr. Chairman, he wants to pay back
to the States, the 50 States, the
amounts in the foster care and adop-
tion assistance programs, and so do I.

But, Mr. Chairman, let us do it right.
Let us turn down the Foley amend-
ment.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Arizo-
na [Mr. KvL].

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, we all here
I think recognize the problem that the
majority leader was trying to address
with his amendment, but I want our
colleagues to know some of the prob-
lems that will be created by this
amendment.

We have a new Secretary of Defense
who is held, I suspect, in as high
regard as the gentleman from Wash-
ington is held. Yesterday when new
Defense Secretary Cheney came
before the Armed Services Committee
of this body to testify for the first
time before this Congress, he was told
of the proposed Foley amendment
during the lunch break. He returned
to the hearing to express great con-
sternation at the prospect that the
Foley amendment might be adopted
by this body. He had just testified how
he had to cut $10 billion from the
budget offered earlier this year, how
painful it was for him to do that, par-
ticularly with the Members of this
body, many of us lobbying him for our
favorite projects.

Most of the people on the committee
expressed great concerns about specif-
ic projects that had to be cut, that
they did not want cut. Many of these
same programs will be impacted as
much by the across-the-board cuts re-
quired by the Foley amendment.

1 believe, my friends, that the law of
unintended consequences will play
here, and I would like to describe just
a few of the unintended consequences
that were not discussed by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania earlier.

This program, which is not to be
managed, as was pointed out by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, would
reduce defense funding by $1.7 billion,
including the following budget title re-
ductions:

Military personnel, $448 million.

Operation and maintenance,
million.

$490 .
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Procurement, $452 million.

Research and development, $214 mil-
lion.

Military construction and family
housing, $50 million.

These are unmanaged cuts that Sec-
retary of Defense Cheney does not
know how he will be able to handle.

The Defense budget has already
been weakened by 4 years of negative
real growth and would be further dam-
aged by the impact of this further $1.7
billion reduction. ,

It would provide an increase in nega-
tive real growth in fiscal year 1987
from 1.3 to 1.8 percent, and reductions
would fall severely in key areas; for ex-
ample, military personnel, operations
and maintenance, research and devel-
opment appropriations, where there is
very little flexibility to absorb reduc-
tions at this late stage in the fiscal
year. That is the real problem that we
are talking about here.

Reserve and Guard programs would
be hit hard. I know there are some
people here who are very concerned
about the Reserve and Guard.

Almost 25 percent of the schools,
special mobilization training, would be
eliminated. This would have a direct
negative impact on our readiness.

It would freeze PCS moves. I know
we are concerned about our constitu-
ents who are concerned about their
families.

It disrupts the proper staffing of
critical positions, as well as family
plans, such as movement to new
schools and selection of new homes. A
serious morale problem would result.

It would stop the payment of reen-
listment bonuses. It reduces real prop-
erty maintenance, people maintenance
that would have to be made in order to
avoid personnel reductions.

Five to ten military construction
projects would be eliminated and
planned maintenance of family hous-
ing units would have to be curtailed.
Morale would be obviously adversely
affected by this, and operating costs
would not be reduced.

Since two-thirds of the year is gone,
the reduction in RDT&E would have
to be taken, and technology and re-
search programs at the laboratories
and the universities, and by curtailing
planned testing of weapons systems.

Scientists and engineers would be
laid off until the fiscal year 1990 when
funds are available.

The problem with this is that in this
highly competitive environment that
exists in the technology field, it is
likely that many of these people would
not return. Programs, in other words,
will suffer a long-term negative impact
from this short-term problem.

It also will have the effect of dis-
rupting ongoing contract negotiations
as procurement requests are with-
drawn to accommodate the lower
levels of spending in 1989.
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Mr. Chairman, these are unaccept-
able consequences. We cannot contin-
ually ask Defense to cut and then
cheat on the agreements which have
been reached in good faith, and it
brings into great doubt the efficacy of
the 1990 agreement just announced by
the President and the Congress.

As I said, it is not necessary, and it is
not necessary to vote aye on the Foley
amendment to be fiscally responsible.
We can vote aye on the motion to re-
commit and achieve that objective.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote no on the Foley amendment, to
redo the bill to provide for the emer-
gency funds that are necessary.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KYL. I am happy to yield to my
friend, the gentleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me,

I just want to remind my colleagues
that we have worked for 4 years since
1986 to get the military involved in the
war against drugs, and they are now
doing something. They reported to the
Armed Services Committee just a
couple days ago that they are stopping
planes on the southern border of the
United States. These cuts in O&M will
slow down that effort and will hurt
the war against drugs by the military.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
had asked for some time for myself,
but I just heard the gentleman's re-
marks. I could not say it nearly as well
as the gentleman has. I subscribe to
everything that the gentleman said.

It will have a tremendous impact on
morale. It is going to interrupt fami-
lies. It is going to create more separa-
tion. It is going to impact reenlist-
ments. It is going to put uncertainty
and a pall over the entire military es-
tablishment if we break faith, and
that is what this is, a breach of faith.

We start out with an agreement, a
budget summit. We knew what the
figure was. This not only impacts that,
but it dips into it in order to pick up
programs that are domestic in nature.

We have already taken our propor-
tionate cut in defense. It is a breach of
faith. It will have a particular effect
for many years to come if we do not
keep faith with our people, including
the families of those who were just in
the funeral of the men from the lowa.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man said it very well, and I thank him.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes to comment that it is
interesting to see the parade of Re-
publican Members who have so much
trouble with these across-the-board
cuts. President Bush in his suggested
alternative suggested almost twice this
cut across the board in virtually every
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domestic account. I am sure that
would produce a lot of pain as well,
but our friends on the other side only
see problems in the Defense account.
They apparently do not see problems
in any other.

Are we going to be fiscally responsi-
ble or not? Are we going to pay for
these necessary expenditures or not?

1 agree with the gentleman from
Kentucky, my friend, the distin-
guished subcommittee chairman, and 1
do believe that this bill that is brought
to the floor today by the Appropria-
tions Committee is one of the best and
one of the leanest and one of the most
well-organized bills I have seen in a
supplemental in the years I have been
here.

I think that sometime along the line
here we are going to have to ask our-
selves the tough question, “Can we
have these additional spending bills,
urgent and dire and needed as they
are, and yet avoid any method of
paying for them?"” That is the ques-
tion that I think we have to ask and
the question the House has to answer.
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOLEY. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to make the point that there
are a number of us on this side who
are not just concerned about defense
but also concerned about some other
areas. For instance, I have some fig-
ures I will talk about in just a minute,
but about what this does to the sci-
ence programs in the Nation. Science
programs in the Nation are going to be
very, very heavily impacted.

Mr. FOLEY. Does the gentleman
know that the President’s proposal
would take twice as much out of do-
mestic discretionary programs?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I
would say to the gentleman that I am
prepared to oppose the President
when he takes away the seed core of
the science of this Nation, too. It does
not make any sense to do it here on
the floor when we are in dire straits.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman knows that the NASA account
was increased by 20 percent last year.
We are not asking anyone to take
more than a 0.57-percent reduction.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOLEY. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to address an inquiry
to the gentleman, the distinguished
majority leader. If I understand his
amendment, what he is suggesting is
that supplementals should be revenue
neutral?

Mr. FOLEY. The gentleman is cor-
rect. I think as much as possible we
ought to make them deficit neutral.
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Mr. BROWN of Colorado. From lis-
tening to the debate, I understand
that the gentleman's amendment
would utterly devastate a wide range
of functions. What portion of spend-
ing cuts does the gentleman effect in
these impacted areas? How much of
the money is the gentleman going to
take away from these other programs?

Mr. FOLEY. As I say, we are talking
about 0.57 of 1 percent. The total
amount of the offset is approximately
the amount of the fiscal year 1989 dis-
cretionary domestic and defense out-
lays contained in this bill, or $1.44 bil-
lion.

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Let me
say to the gentleman that I believe the
amendment that he has brought
before the House establishes a very
important principle. It says that we
mean what we say when we pass a
budget. It says that we are going to do
the honorable thing in trying to allo-
cate funding to the most important
areas.

I must say that I am concerned
about the debate that has been
brought up, and I am going to have to
weigh the alternatives if the gentle-
man’'s amendment passes. I do not
intend to vote for the Supplemental
Appropriation even if this amendment
passes. I favor living within the budget,
but I will not support transferring
funds from defense programs to do-
mestic spending. Defense spending
currently is within the budget limit,
while an increase in domestic spending
would not be. It strikes me that the
gentleman’s amendment is a very re-
sponsible thing to do. It is an amend-
ment that would have saved this coun-
try billions of dollars, and I intend to
support it.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I do not like across-the-board amend-
ments. I never have, and one of the
reasons is because they cut those pro-
grams that got too little funding as
well as those that got too much.

However, keep this in mind: At this
time we are not passing an act. This is
the first step in passing a bill; it has to
pass here. It has to pass in the Senate.
It will go to conference. There will
have to be some kind of an agreement
with the administration. This is not
the final act today. This is the first
step.

It has been said that we have got to
have offsets for the discretionary ac-
counts which receive additional fund-
ing in the bill. Then we hear all of
these complaints that the Defense De-
partment cannot share in the offsets.
That is what this is all about.

Let me tell the Members that they
did not have any trouble finding $66
million for the Contras; just as soon as
the administration said, “You need an
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offset for this,” they found it over-
night. They did not have any trouble
finding $125 million in transfers for
international affairs in this bill. They
found an offset for that out of defense
funds, but whenever we want them to
find offsets for domestic programs the
administration says that they cannot
find it.

Mr. Chairman, we are in a mid-year
revision. Whenever we have a trillion
dollar budget for 12 months we often
come to a place 6 months through the
fiscal year where we know some ac-
count has too much money or more
than they need and others do not have
enough. We have to have a revision. In
past years all we did was just add to
the accounts that did not get enough
and let the others keep their money.
Some of them got as much as a 20-per-
cent increase last year while others
were held to an increase of less than
inflation. Of course, there has to be
some kind of revision. There has to be
some adjustments provided in this bill
to keep a couple of agencies from
having furloughs right away, and so
what we have here is a midyear revi-
sion.

What the gentleman from Washing-
ton has proposed is that to show good
faith we have a 0.57-percent reduction
in all discretionary programs which
were funded in fiscal year 1989 except
those for which additional appropria-
tions are provided for in this bill.
When we get over to the Senate, they
will have a different idea probably,
but the administration can help us if
they want to find one-tenth of 1 per-
cent out of the Federal budget that is
not going to be needed in this fiscal
year. That is all we are talking about.
We can find these offsets with their
help.

As the gentleman from Washington
said, the administration proposed a
1.099-percent cut in certain domestic
discretionary programs in order to
fund their supplemental requests they
proposed twice as big a cut. That is the
administration’s proposal. That is
what they want. The gentleman from
Massachusetts proposed 0.67-percent
reduction in certain domestic discre-
tionary programs. That is bigger than
the one that is proposed here.

These things in all of these bills that
we are talking about, there would be
cuts at this stage in the game, but, as I
said, in a midyear revision we have got
to have a bill that cuts across all de-
partments.

Up to now we could have reprogram-
mings, that is, within line items in a
bill. We do that within committees
without coming back to the floor, but
to go and take some out of one depart-
ment and give it to another, we have
to have a bill.

Let us take, for example, a couple of
things; take drugs. We have in here
money only for the enforcement func-
tion. The enforcement function did
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not get enough money last year. On
top of that, we stayed here 3 extra
weeks to pass a bill that almost every-
body voted for that said we needed to
increase enforcement. At the same
time down in HHS, they were given a
huge increase, and they could not
absorb it, and they will not be able to
in this fiscal year.

It takes a bill to take a little out of
those programs that they do not need,
and they cannot spend this fiscal year,
and put it where it is needed. That is a
midyear revision. That is what we are
talking about.

Mr. Chairman, we then talk about a
clean bill. We talk about what it ought
to be. If it happens to be what is called
mandatory, nobody even raises a ques-
tion. Student loans are going to cost us
$892 million more than was anticipat-
ed at the beginning of the fiscal year,
primarily because interest rates have
gone up. Nobody even mentions that.
That is OK. That does not mean any-
thing. That is just pennies. But when
we come to $725 million for drugs be-
cause crime has increased in the coun-
try, they say, “That is discretionary
spending. We cannot do that.”

What we have here is a midyear revi-
sion. I ask the Members to support the
Foley amendment. When we get to
conference, we will find a better way
to handle the problem of offsets.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. BYRON].

Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Chairman, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Military Personnel and Compensation,
I want to alert my colleagues to the
devastating impact that the proposed
$1.7 billion Defense cut would have on
our men and women in uniform. As
the fastest spending account in the
Defense budget, military personnel
would take a major hit—a half billion
dollars. Believe me, there is no way to
find that level of funding this late in
the fiscal year without substantial
pain to a lot of service people.

I could raise the “red flag” of mas-
sive end strength cuts, but the level re-
quired would be absurd. At this point
in the fiscal year, by the time we
factor in moving and separation costs,
you would save less than $2,000 per
person. How many of this body are
Marines? Look at it this way: It would
mean an end strength cut larger than
the total size of the Marine Corps. Ob-
viously, that is ridiculous.

How then would the Department of
Defense realistically achieve such
cuts? Let me lay out one scenario.
First, it could immediately stop a large
portion of Reserve and National
Guard training, seriously cutting the
readiness capabilities of the Reserve
Forces. Second, with the exception of
those coming into or leaving the serv-
ice, we could postpone all transfers
until the next fiscal year. The person-
al disruption to the families involved—
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many of whom may have already sold
their homes in anticipation of a
summer move—would, of course, be
devastating. In addition, delaying the
cost of these moves until after October
1 could create a budgetary time bomb
for fiscal year 1990. Third, we could
achieve additional savings by stopping
the reenlistment bonuses currently
paid to retain those individuals in
whom we have invested the greatest
amount of specialized training. During
that 4 or 5 month bonus moratorium,
with unemployment at the lowest rate
in 14 years, the services would likely
lose the best and the brightest of their
skilled enlisted force to private sector
employers, at a time when we have the
best All-Volunteer Service in years. Fi-
nally, to make up the rest of the
shortfall, the services could immedi-
ately—as of June 1—force out all those
individuals not planning to reenlist.
With a minimum of 30,000 such “early
outs,” the impact of this one-shot un-
dermanning on force readiness would
be dramatic. Some jobs would simply
go undone. More importantly, other
service members would have to work
even longer hours to pick up the slack.
That may not sound bad to you when
we are talking about Pentagon or
headquarters staff. But, what about
the sailors deployed on aircraft carri-
ers who are already working 12 to 14
hours per day? Or those standing alert
in the far reaches of the globe? How
about the young men a week ago who
saved the JTowa?

I have tried to lay out a realistic
option for how DOD could make mas-
sive, short-term cuts in the military
personnel account. There is no ques-
tion that the price to the Government
and the individual soldiers, sailors,
airmen, and marines would be extraor-
dinary. Clearly, we would be paying
the bill in personnel turbulence and
reduced readiness for a very long time
to come. I urge Members' opposition
to the amendment of the gentleman
from Washington.
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Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to dispel the
myth that Democrats and even some
on our side are soft on defense simply
because they feel that when domestic
programs are being squeezed they
should take it out of defense. I think
that is a sincere belief that some Mem-
bers have. I just disagree with it.
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Second, I wish we would treat the
man on active duty with as much con-
cern as we do the veteran. About 40
percent of the Defense budget is per-
sonnel and personnel support. We cer-
tainly treat the veterans, and rightly
so, with kid gloves, but somehow the
man on duty does not get treated quite
that way.

Last, the intelligence functions of
this country are very important. I sug-
gest there is a relationship between
the Defense budget and how well we
conduct our intelligence around the
world. And while we are concerned
about satellites and verifying treaties
in a world consumed with terrorism, I
think we ought to be very careful
about where we slice, continually slice
the Defense budget.

Again I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. Chairman, let me build upon
what the gentleman from Illinois is
saying by just going into some of the
concerns that I have about the Foley
amendment as it relates to the science
policy of this country.

The Foley language is going to take
more than $96 million out of the sci-
ence accounts of this Nation. That is
between $52 million and $61 million
out of NASA, $30 million to $35 mil-
lion out of the Department of Energy
research, $11 million to $13 million out
of the National Science Foundation,
the seedcorn agency of the Nation, $2
million to $3 million out of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency for their
research programs, and about $1 mil-
lion out of the National Institute for
Standards Technology, the place that
we have to have funded to get good
science commercialized. I suggest that
that is not the right approach in a fis-
cally responsible society.

It seems to me that we are also
doing something else which is just as
devastating. By changing the base
lines as this particular amendment
would do, we not only aggravate the
problem for this year, we roll it over
into next year. Under this amend-
ment, the base lines will change so
that the Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology allocations for science
next year will be reduced by between
$102 million and $120 million. That
means that we will have less money
for the research and development that
this Nation needs to remain competi-
tive. That is not a fiscally responsible
approach, that is a fiscally irresponsi-
ble approach, and I think it is time to
defeat the Foley amendment.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman will admit then that the Conte
amendment which was published in
the rule was, by the same token, more
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fiscally irresponsible since it would
have cut 0.67 percent from these ac-
counts rather than 0.57 percent?

Mr. WALKER. I will say to the gen-
tleman I have the same concerns
about that amendment and expressed
those concerns. But let me say to the
gentleman that I have interpreted his
amendment, though, as saying that
the committee bill as it came out was
fiscally irresponsible.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute to answer the gentle-
man.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
then is saying that President Bush's
submission was fiscally irresponsible
since it proposed to cut 1.099 percent
from certain domestic discretionary
accounts?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I just
say to the gentleman that I also have
concerns about the Bush administra-
tion when they begin to cut out of the
science accounts of this Nation and
those research and development ac-
counts, and I am opposed to the Bush
administration doing it just as I am
opposed to the gentleman from Wash-
ington doing it.

Mr. FOLEY. Is it fiscally irresponsi-
ble for the President to suggest that to
the Nation?

Mr. WALKER. I did not say that it
was. I think it is fiscally irresponsible
to take away from the future.

Mr. FOLEY. I am giving the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania a simple prop-
osition. If it is fiscally irresponsible to
suggest a fifty-seven-one hundredths
of a percent cut in science as well as
every other area, then it must be fis-
cally irresponsible to cut 0.67 percent
or 1.009 percent as the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. ConTE] and
the President proposed for certain do-
mestic discretionary programs?

Mr. WALKER. Let me say to the
gentleman that his percentage
amounts to $61 million out of NASA,
and that means it impacts on the
space station and on other programs
for the future, and that is just not the
right approach.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. RoEgl.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. RoEl.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Rokg] is recog-
nized for 4 minutes.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished majority leader and
the distinguished ranking minority
member for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I debated speaking
today. It is difficult for me to be op-
posed to the distinguished majority
leader in what he is trying to do. But I
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think it is also important to give a
little bit of information that may be
helpful to Members.

I do not look at this particular
action we are taking now, this across-
the-board cut, as being the issue at all.
I think we have to start dealing up
front with what the issues are before
the country.

Science, space, technology, and edu-
cation are the future wealth and op-
portunity of this country. I want to
just read a report that came out today
and that was delivered in reference to
what is happening in the United
States on creating new wealth. I agree
with the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. NATCHER].

American scientists at Raytheon invented
the microwave oven but today it is Korean
and Japanese companies who produce 809
of the world's microwave ovens including
well over two-thirds of those bought by
Americans. American scientists at RCA in-
vented the color television, but today Euro-
pean and East Asian companies produce
over 97% of the world's color televisions in-
cluding 85% of those bought by Americans.
American scientists at Ampex invented the
VCR, but today Japanese, Korean and Euro-
pean companies produce over 999 of the
world’s VCRs including virtually all of those
bought by Americans. “Try this one on for
size:” American scientists funded by
DARPA invented the computer numerically
controlled machine tool, but today Europe-
an and Japanese companies produce over
75% of these machines, including over 60%
of those bought by American companies.

American scientists at AT&T Bell Labs &
Texas Instruments invented the base tech-
nology that produced the world’s first
memory chip, but today Japanese compa-
nies produce over 809% of the world's
memory chips including over 50% of those
bought by American companies. American
scientists backed by NASA sent the first
commercial communications satellites into
space but today, it is a European company,
Aerienne Espace, which has acquired well
over half of the commercial space launching
business.

So the list goes on. I would hope
that we would look to the priorities in
this country. We are talking about
jobs for the future. We are talking
about rebuilding the economic, dy-
namic foundation of this country.
That is what is at stake. It is not a
question of cuts across the board.

We in this House have to start
making up our mind on a bipartisan
basis what are the priorities of Amer-
ica. Either we are going to create new
wealth, which we are going to need,
through education, and the billions
and hundreds of billions we are going
to need as far as the health care of
this country are concerned, or we are
going to just sit and dawdle away on
things that are dissipating the wealth
of the Nation.

What are we doing, asking that we
do this for me? No, we are saying
think about the future productivity
and the capability of this country to
produce the resources we need and for
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the education and other things that
we need.

I hate to do this because I have the
greatest respect for the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. FoLEy], but I
hope in some way after 21 years in
this House I can get some of my col-
leagues to understand that we are not
just talking about what is being taken
from my committee. I do not represent
my committee, I represent 600-some-
odd thousand people in my district in
New Jersey, and we are concerned
about these decisions, and we are con-
cerned about the future of this coun-
try and where the new wealth is going
to come from.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
announce the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. ConTE] has 8 minutes
remaining, the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. ForLEY] has 6 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. FoLeEy] will be enti-
tled to close the debate.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to my good friend, the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH].

Mr. GINGRICH. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I was really torn yes-
terday between admiration for the
speed and skill with which the leader-
ship came up with a new amendment
meeting the fiscal concerns of some
Members and the lack of detailed un-
derstanding of what that amendment
would do.

I could not decide whether I thought
that the Foley amendment was an act
of genius or whether in fact its unin-
tended consequences were extraordi-
narily disruptive.

I stand here today, I am not quite
sure what the message is supposed to
be in this amendment. It is the closest
thing to Jimmy Carter's unilateral dis-
armament we have seen in a long time.
It basically says we can get to a bal-
anced budget if only we abolish the
Defense Department.

I am sure that some of my antide-
fense friends will immediately start
laughing. But let me read what the
Secretary of Defense says. The Secre-
tary of Defense is a former colleague
of ours. He is a man who understands
this building fairly well. He works for
a President who has been reaching
out, I think, trying to be biparitisan
and who has tried to say to the leader-
ship on both sides of the aisle: We
truly can be different than the
Reagan years if we can sit in a room
and make agreements and work to-
gether. We truly can manage this Fed-
eral Government together in a biparti-
san way if we are willing to keep our
word and to be bipartisan.

This is what Dick Cheney, our
former colleague, has to say in a letter
to BoB MICHEL:
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It has come to my attention that the
Democratic leadership proposes to fund the
supplemental for Fiscal Year 1989 by impos-
ing a reduction of $1.7 billion on the defense
budget for the current fiscal year. If such a
measure passes, I will recommend to the
President that he veto the Supplemental
Appropriations Bill.

Attached is a memo explaining in some
detail the impact of the proposed reduction.
.57% sounds like a small number until you
realize that we are in the final four months
of the fiscal year and that it can only come
out of certain accounts. The reduction
would fall most severely on personnel, O
and M accounts, and research and develop-
ment, where there is very little flexibility
this late in the fiscal year.

In putting together the President’s DOD
budget proposals for FY 1990, I have been
very careful to avoid cuts which would
interfere with our ability to recruit and
retain first-class people for the nation's
armed forces. This proposal would do enor-
mous damage before we even get to FY 90.

The cuts would force me to freeze perma-
nent change of station moves, disrupting
plans of military families. I would have to
stop payment of reenlistment bonuses
which would seriously reduce our ability to
retain trained and skilled people, and I
would have to provide for the early release
of some 28,000 people scheduled to leave the
service between now and the end of the
fiscal year. This would have very serious
consequences for the manning of our forces.

I am also deeply disturbed as a former
Member of the House of Representatives at
the prospect that commitments made by the
Congress in the fall of 1987 concerning
funding measures for defense in FY 89 will
not be kept. If we are to have a period of
greater consultation and cooperation be-
tween the President and the Congress on
matters of national security policy in the
yvears ahead, I believe it is essential that
Congress live up to its commitments.

I hope that this unwise proposal will be
defeated. If it is not, I will urge the Presi-
dent in the strongest possible terms to veto
the measure when it reaches his desk.

My final conclusion, Chairman
WHITTEN, is simple: If you want a dire
emergency supplemental signed, we
must defeat the Foley amendment. If
the Foley amendment passes, it will
certainly be vetoed and that will in
fact make it harder for the veterans
and it will mean less money available
for drug interdiction.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds, just to say that the
only difference between my amend-
ment and the Conte amendment,
which was not offered is three words:
two figures of 0.67 percent rather than
0.57 percent—the higher cuts on the
Conte side—than I am offering and
the word “domestic.” The Conte pro-
posal was limited to only ‘“domestic”
discretionary programs.

Our Republican friends seem to un-
derstand the problem with across-the-
board cuts when they apply to defense
and all other accounts but not to un-
derstand them when they apply to do-
mestic accounts.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
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WHITTEN], the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, as
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, I have always recommended
each subcommittee chairman as con-
ferees. Let us go to conference. We are
talking like you are cutting up a melon
on the table, cutting it up.

If we do not get to conference, we do
not get a bill and you do not get any of
this and you will not get a bill.

We have been trusted in conference
to take care of what we hear on the
floor with respect to the various pro-
grams. I am all for it. I have brought
you a bill as best I could with the sup-
port of the Committee. But let us get
to conference so that we can work
these things out.

Most of what I have heard here
about programs and the need for them
I agree with. Give us a chance to go to
conference so we can get something.
We will not get anything until we get
there.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Washington yield back the
remaining 1 minute?

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve my remaining 1 minute.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, a lot has been said
about the Conte amendment, which I
decided not to offer. I did offer it in
committee, but I got beat, and I mean,
beat tough. And I gave a lot of
thought to whether to offer it. Instead
I argued here in the well against adop-
tion of the rule. I thought that was
the proper thing to do—not give a
waiver, of the Budget Act, send this
bill back to the Committee on Appro-
priations, and let us bring out a lean
bill. And if any chairman of any sub-
committee, those great cardinals of
the U.S. House of Representatives,
wanted to beef up his chapter, let him
take it out of his bill some other place.
Pay as you go.

It is easy to put money in a bill. It is
a cinch. I have done it myself. I might
be one of the bigger culprits in the
House of Representatives; I will admit
it. It is easy to put it in. But it is
darned tough to take it out.

Now my dear and beloved friend, Mr.
ForLEy, mentioned what he said was
the one difference between my amend-
ment and his amendment—at least
what was my amendment. I was glad
to see him incorporate 90 percent of
my amendment into his, and glad to
see him go for a little fiscal responsi-
bility on that side of the aisle. But
there was another big difference in my
amendment. My amendment cut $944
million of real money.

I cut out $453 million in drug pro-
grams; I cut $250 million in the Japa-
nese-American internment repayment;
I cut $241 million for homeless pro-
grams.
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It was painful, painful for me to do
that. But I served on the 1987 budget
summit with our leader, and I compli-
mented him after that. He was a great
chairman, one of the best. We would
have never had an agreement if it was
not for the majority leader, Mr.
FoLEy, one of the finest men I have
ever met in my life. We signed in blood
on that agreement, and we said “no
more supplementals.”

I used to get banged on the head
here on the well every time we took up
a supplemental. They said, “You guys
on appropriations are a bunch of
fakers. You always know how to get
around the budget. You cut your bills
and then you come around with a sup-
plemental later on and put it all back
m'!’

“No,” we said, “no more of that, no
more trickery here. We are going to
play above the table.” And we did. So
this is the first bill, that tests us, the
first real test.

A lot of remarks were made today
about the Contra aid. I voted against
the Contra aid. In full committee, I
said, “Look, how in the heck can we
vote for Contra aid and not vote
money for the veterans? I don't know
how you can go home and justify a
thing like this.”

I voted against the Contra aid, but I
am standing here today saying vote
against the Foley amendment. That
hurts me to be opposed to Mr. FoOLEY.
I think I am with him 99 percent of
the time. He is a beautiful human
being and he is a great leader.

Today he is wrong.

We ought to vote against the Foley
amendment, vote against the bill, and
let us send this bill back to the com-
mittee and come out with a fiscally re-
sponsible bill. As BiLr. NATCHER said,
take care of the veterans health care,
take care of the firefighters, take care
of the Soviet refugees, and peacekeep-
ing.
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Put in the guaranteed student loans,
the trade adjustment assistance, the
foster care money, all mandatory, not
discretionary. Take care of all those
things which are mandatory, and the
discretionary spending I mentioned,
and weed out the rest.

In the Labor/HHS/Education Sub-
committee, we didn’'t add one penny in
our section. When we marked it up,
they tried, and our good chairman, the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
NatcHER] said, “No, no, this is not the
place to do it. Do it in the regular bill.
Hold off on this amendment. Hold off
on that amendment,” and we did. We
did not add one plug nickel.

So I think the proper way to go is to
defeat the Foley amendment, defeat
the bill, let us get back to committee
tomorrow and bring out another bill,
and it will go through here like a hot
knife going through butter.
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Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
tempted to believe that the gentleman
from Massachusetts invented the
phrase “Kill with kindness,” and ap-
preciate the generous remarks. If I
had more time I would yield him some
additional time.

I yield such time as he may consume
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
FAscELL].

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, we are here
today to consider a dire emergency supple-
mental appropriations bill which includes $100
million for refugees, most of it for Soviet refu-
gees. | fully support this program which meets
our moral obligation to those Soviet Jews and
others whose cause we have long champi-
oned.

But there can be no more urgent dire emer-
gency than the one presently unfolding in
Dade County, FL—the sudden overcrowding
and reduction of the quality of education of all
the children in Dade County. The Dade
County school system is the fourth largest in
the country and it is in crisis because of deci-
sions by the Federal Government over which
it had no control. Five thousand Nicaraguan
children who fled from Sandinista Nicaragua
have enrolled in Dade schools since July.
These children are refugees; our Government
gave either explicit or tacit approval to their
arrival. Federal Government policies encour-
aged them to immigrate.

Now we must educate them and all the
other children in Dade County. It will cost over
$100 million to build new schools to eliminate
the overcrowding their arrival caused. All the
children in Dade, not just the refugee children,
suffer when there is not enough classroom
space and the classes are too large to give
each child the attention he or she needs. In
addition to the $100 million needed for new
schools, it is costing over $20 million a year to
educate the newcomers.

The taxpayers of Dade County have been
responsible with their school system. They ap-
proved a bond issue to build the schools
needed before the Nicaraguan influx. Their
taxes fund a school system which provides an
excellent education to their children. Now, all
the children in Dade County schools will suffer
because of Federal policies over which they
had no control.

There are other expenses which Dade
County and the State of Florida must bear be-
cause of the Nicaraguan influx, including sub-
stantial medical and other social service ex-
penses. As a matter of simple fairness, the
Federal Government, and not Dade County,
should cover these costs which are about $15
million a year.

We all recognize the Federal Government's
responsibility for refugees, hence the $100
million in this bill. The Federal Government
has accepted this responsibility in the past
during the Cuban migrations of the 1960’s and
the early 1980's. But how can we discriminate
between refugees from Nicaragua and those
from the Soviet Union? It is simply unfair to
force one community which, solely because of
its geographical location, to continue to bear
the brunt of the Central American influx with-
out reimbursement from the Federal Govern-
ment which encouraged the influx in the first
place.
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Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
CARDIN].

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of the amendment offered by the majority
leader. It is our only option to meet our re-
sponsibility to provide a means of offsetting
the additional discretionary spending in the
committee bill. But | support the amendment
with no great enthusiasm.

| do not believe in across-the-board cuts.
This bill does not include across-the-board in-
creases. It proposed specific increases to sup-
port carefully identified, high priority policy
goals. We should be setting priorities in
spending, and | agree with the priorities in this
bill.

What are the dire emergencies these funds
are appropriated to meet? Principally two. The
shame of homelessness and the plague of
drug-related crime. These are two of the most
pressing crises facing our country today.

But no matter how dire the emergency, no
matter how many children have no place to
call home, no matter how many young people
destroy their lives through drugs, no matter
how many neighborhoods are terrorized by
drug wars, we are still unable to identify any
lower priority programs that could be cut to
provide the needed funds.

All programs are not created equal. We
have no difficulty choosing those, like helping
the homeless or fighting drugs, that are more
equal. That's the easy part of this job. The
hard part, the part we have failed to do, is to
choose those that are less equal, and that,
given the fiscal mess we face, must be re-
duced to make a greater commitment possible
to meet the dire emergencies. Across-the-
board cuts are not an appropriate substitute
for deliberate, reasoned spending reductions.

If we are unable to identify specific cuts, of
course, we do have another alternative. In the
Constitution, in article |, section 8, clause 1, it
says Congress has the power to lay and col-
lect taxes. We could pay for these increases
by challenging the commandment that haunts
this House and paralyzes this Government.
The commandment is “Thou shalt not raise
taxes."

Mr. Chairman, it's a false commandment.
We all agree that we should be devoting
greater resources to fighting drug crime and
housing the homeless. And we have a respon-
sibility to provide the resources required to
meet society’s needs. Under this amendment,
we provide those resources by nickel and
diming the rest of the Government. Some time
in this Congress, we will cease to heed the
President's lips and get on with governing this
Nation. | hope it's sooner rather than later.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PICKLE].

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the Foley amendment and am
concerned about the cuts in the IRS
section, but we must move this session
forward.

| rise today to express my concern about
the impact that the substitute we are consider-
ing will have on the Internal Revenue Service.
The Ways and Means' Oversight Subcommit-
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tee, which | chair, has held hearings this year
to review the funding and staffing levels of the
Internal Revenue Service. Based on our con-
tinuing review of IRS operations, | am very
concerned about the proposed domestic
spending reductions on the IRS examinations
and appeals account and on our entire Feder-
al tax system.

Thus far in fiscal year 1989, the IRS has ab-
sorbed over $350 million in unfunded cost in-
creases, and this does not even include the
costs associated with implementation of major
legislation passed by the Congress in 1988.
These costs are affecting the ability of the IRS
to achieve the fiscal year 1989 goals outlined
for programs in the examination and appeals
account. For example: the audit rate is now
approaching only 1 percent, far below the
1.27 percent originally estimated for fiscal
year 1989; the ending case inventory for ap-
peals is now expected to reach 61,200, 5,000
more cases than originally estimated; and the
audit rate for tax exempt organizations is now
estimated at 2.5 percent, almost half the origi-
nal estimate. Mr. Chairman, it is absurd to
make further cuts in these programs when the
evidence of current funding shortfalls is star-
ing us in the face.

In addition to the tax policy reasons just
noted, | am troubled by the logic of these re-
ductions. Cutting the IRS budget would actual-
ly cost the Federal Government more money
than it will save. If the goal of these amend-
ments is to help balance the budget, then why
reduce the resources given to the IRS for rev-
enue raising activities? Under the proposed
amendments, the IRS budget would be re-
duced by $10 to $13 million, but there would
be a gross revenue loss of $45 million and a
net revenue loss of $32 million associated
with this reduction.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly urge legislation be
passed to make it deficit-neutral, and | know
that means reducing spending which will have
a negative impact on every Member of this
House. However, the continued reduction in
funding for the IRS is not in the best interests
of our Federal tax system or of your constitu-
ents, the taxpayers. As this legislation moves
forward, | hope we can restore full funding for
IRS, as well as full funding for many of our de-
fense-related projects.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the ma-
jority leader has taken a lot of heat
because he is making cuts, $220 mil-
lion, in programs that I care about a
lot. I do not like that. But I would
simply point out that the gentleman
from Massachusetts’ [Mr. ConTE] al-
ternative, cuts $40 million more out of
the same programs, and the adminis-
tration’s original request cut $425 mil-
lion out of the same programs.

We are called “antidefense” by the
gentleman from Georgia because we
have the temerity to suggest that a
portion of this budget which has been
doubled over the last years, the Penta-
gon budget, ought to be cut by half of
1 percent along with everything else in
the budget, in order to pay for our ob-
ligations to the homeless, and in order
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to pay for obligations to fight a full-
fledged war on drugs.

I happen to disagree with that label.
Life is full of choices and sometimes
we are ‘“‘damned if we do and damned
if we don't,” and this is one of those
days.

The virtue of the Foley amendment
is simply that it recognizes that fact
and it tries to make those choices in
the most fiscally and ideologically neu-
tral way. That is about all Members
can do in a situation like this, and I
commend him for it.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. TRAXLER].

Mr TRAXLER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his generosi-
ty, and let me say, as one of the small
players in this science game, NASA
and NSF, look, NASA had a 20-percent
increase last year. NSF had a 10-per-
cent increase. They are my favorite
agencies. I will say with some agony
and some pain, they can stand a reduc-
tion of half of 1 percent.

Let me address my friends on the
Armed Services Committee, and from
the New York Times article, dated
April 24, 1989, I want Members to ad-
dress this in your discussions and de-
liberations in your committee, and on
the floor when we bring up the mili-
tary bill.

In addition to his shifts on arms-control
policies, Mr. Kohl has scrapped unpopular
plans to extend mandatory military service
from 15 to 18 months as of June and has
asked the allies to sharply reduce low-level
training flights in German airspace.

The extension had been ordered to offset
a decline in the number of draft-age men,
and Mr. Kohl had often pointed to it as
proof of his commitment to a strong de-
fense. Military experts said that without
the extension, the West German armed
forces would probably drop from its current
stg::;lgth of 495,000 to about 400,000 after
1993.

EXPLANATION IS REJECTED

In abandoning it, the Chancellor claimed
that “new figures"” made the extension no
longer necessary. The explanation was
widely rejected, most dramatically in a
letter from Adm. Dieter Wellershoff, the in-
spector general of the armed forces, that
was leaked to the press.

And Members are saying we cannot
do this. They are on the front line
with the evil empire. Why should we
do for them what they will not do for
us or for themselves? More important-
ly, the American public demand ac-
countability, responsibility in military
expenditures. When are we going to
give it to them?

Mr. FOLEY. Mr Chairman, I think
this is a most important vote, because
I think we will be signaling by this
vote whether we are serious about
living within the constraints of fiscal
reductions to meet those requirements
that the Congress has virtually unani-
mously adopted.

Now it is easy to go around here and
say this is going to do harm to this ac-
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count or that account—0.57 percent is
the limit of the reduction in outlays,
and I do not think the American
people believe that it is going to do ir-
reparable harm to any account in the
Federal Government when we reduce
it by 0.57 percent.

I have heard gentlemen on the other
side, and I might say, time after time
after time when they have offered
across-the-board cuts, that this Gov-
ernment is not so perfect, it is not so
lean, that we cannot accommodate a 1-
or 2- or 3- or 4-percent cut. Indeed, the
President endorsed a provision of 1.099
percent in domestic cuts, with some
exceptions, and endorsed the gentle-
man from Massachusetts, Mr. CONTE'S
proposal to provide a 0.67 percent cut.
If that could be done on all domestic
cuts, certainly 0.57 percent can be ab-
sorbed across the board.

We are facing a watershed decision
today, as much as I support the inten-
tions of this supplemental appropria-
tion bill, and I do, and I compliment
the chairman and members of this
committee for offering what I think is
one of the best supplementals I have
ever seen brought to this floor in
terms of the straightforwardness and
cleanness and hardness of the bill.
The “dire emergency” provisions were
included in the summit agreement of
1987, and I recognize the legitimacy of
agreements that provisions of this bill
should be considered as permitted
under the summit agreement. Even so,
I believe that we should offset these
appropriations. I, therefore, urge
Members to support the Foley amend-
ment and the supplemental as amend-
ed. The time is now. The responsibility
is ours.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, this supple-
mental appropriations bill has turned into a
nightmare.

It is easy to come to the floor and criticize
an appropriations bill for being a budget
buster, but its also just as easy to come to the
floor and support a supplemental because it'll
fight the war on drugs or help the homeless.

But now we have the Foley amendment
which will cut defense, foreign aid, and do-
mestic programs across the board to help pay
for the supplemental.

| applaud this amendment for neutralizing
the budgetary effect of the supplemental—I|
will not join those who complain that the De-
fense Department has been brought into the
compromise. |f we are going to take this Foley
approach, we might as well cut everyone and
everything equitably.

But | do want to make sure that everyone
realizes that this across-the-board cut will hurt
programs, vital programs we settled on last
year as being important priorities.

If we pass the Foley amendment, we essen-
tially rewrite all of last year's enacted appro-
priations bills—the 13 bills we passed sepa-
rately and on time.

And that means that every dollar that is in
this bill is a dollar that is coming out of some
other account, some other program.
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And that means that Members should think
long and hard about whether everything that
is in this bill—this bloated bill—is really neces-
sary.

What we really need is a smaller supple-
mental—one that only funds truly necessary
items. That smaller supplemental would be ac-
companied by a substantially smaller across
the board cut.

But instead, the Democrats have to play
politics; they have to try and embarrass the
President.

And they just can't resist playing politics
with drugs and homelessness.

So, yes, this bill will help the drugs and the
homeless, but it will also cut NASA, NIH, cut
maternal and child health, and many, many
more accounts that were fully settled as prior-
ities last year.

We need a smaller bill with a smaller
across-the-board cut, something akin to what
the President originally and responsibly pro-

posed.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, if the Foley
amendment currently before the House is
adopted, the House will break a promise to
America's 27 million veterans. By passing the
supplemental funding bill before us, VA health
care facilities will continue to wait for help and
will be forced to continue to deny care to vet-
erans.

This is unfair to these men and women, Mr.
Chairman. A supplemental funding bill, by
agreement, is adopted in order to provide ad-
ditional funding for those programs facing a
dire emergency. We all know that the VA
health care program is in critical condition. But
some of the programs funded in this measure
are not, the administration is opposed to their
inclusion, and they are, therefore, a direct
threat to the survival of this health care
system.

In 1988 the House Veterans' Affairs Com-
mittee discovered that more than 13,000 VA
hospital beds had been taken out of service
as each of the 172 medical facilities were
facing an average budget shortfall of $1.4 mil-
lion in unfunded operating requirements.

At the VA facility in my own State, they are
working with a $1.5 million shortfall. | visited
Togus on Friday and the men and women
working there are doing an outstanding job in
very trying circumstances. But they cannot
continue without our immediate help.

By voting for the amendment before us, we
are dooming our veterans' facilities to a mini-
mum of 1 more month with no help. Another
month in which they have to turn away veter-
ans, close more wards, lose more staff. These
men and women did not put us on hold when
the country's security was at stake, and we do
not have the right to put their health care on
hold. Our veterans deserve better than this,
Mr. Chairman. Far better.

| am going to vote against this amendment,
because | understand the urgent need to pro-
vide additional funding for the veterans’ health
care system. | hope enough of my colleagues
also understand the need so that we may
defeat it. Then the committee can come back
to us with a straightforward, no nonsense pro-
posal.

The veterans of America need the funding
provided in this bill, but they need it now, not

in 2 months after haggling over conference re-

ports, veto overrides, and a new proposal.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-

man from Washington [Mr. FoLEY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes

appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman,
demand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device; and there were—ayes 172, noes

252, not voting 9, as follows:

Ackerman
Akaka
Alexander
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Atkins
Bates
Beilenson
Berman
Bonior
Borski
Boseo
Boucher
Boxer
Brennan
Brooks
Brown (CO)
Bruce
Bryant
Campbell (CO)
Cardin
Carper
Chapman
Clarke
Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Coyne
Crockett
DeFazio
Dellums
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Downey
Dwyer
Dymally
Eckart
Edwards (CA)
English
Espy
Evans
Fascell
Fazio
Feighan
Flake
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank
Frost
Garcia
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Anderson
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Aspin
AuCoin
Baker
Ballenger
Barnard
Bartlett
Barton
Bennett
Bentley

[Roll No. 351
AYES—172

Gibbons
Gordon
Gray
Hamilton
Hayes (IL)
Hayes (LA)
Hoagland
Holloway
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hughes
Jacobs
Johnston
Jones (NC)
Jontz
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kastenmeler
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
LaFalce
Lantos
Leach (IA)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Long

Lowey (NY)
Luken, Thomas
Manton
Markey
Matsul
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McDermott
McHugh
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Moakley
Moody
Morella
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek
Murphy
Nagle

Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Owens (NY)

NOES—252

Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bliley
Boehlert
Boges
Broomfield
Browder
Brown (CA)
Buechner
Bunning
Burton
Bustamante

Owens (UT)
Pallone
Panetta
Pease

Pelosi
Penny
Pickle
Poshard
Price
Rahall
Rangel
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roukema
Roybal

Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shays
Sikorski
Skaggs
Slattery
Slaughter (NY)
Smith (FL)
Smith (LA)
Solarz
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Swift
Synar
Tanner
Tauzin
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Unsoeld
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Waxman
Wheat
Whitten
Wise
Wolpe

Byron
Callahan
Campbell (CA)
Carr

Chandler
Clement
Clinger

Cable
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Conte
Coughlin

Cox

I
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Craig Johnson (CT) Richardson
Crane Johnson (SD) Ridge
Dannemeyer Jones (GA) Rinaldo
Darden Kasich Ritter
de la Garza Kennedy Roberts
DeLay Kolbe Robinson
Derrick Kolter Roe
DeWine Kostmayer Rogers
Dickinson Kyl Rohrabacher
Dicks Lagomarsino Roth
Dorgan (ND) Lancaster Rowland (CT)
Dornan (CA) Laughlin Rowland (GA)
Douglas Leath (TX) Sarpalius
Dreier Lent Saxton
Duncan Lewis (CA) Schaefer
Durbin Lewis (FL) Sehiff
Dyson Lightfoot Schneider
Early Livi 1 Schul
Edwards (OK) Lloyd Shaw
Emerson Lowery (CA) Shumway
Engel Lukens, Donald Shuster
Erdreich Machtley Sisisky
Fawell Madigan Skeen
Fields Marlenee Skelton
Fish Martin (IL) Slaughter (VA)
Flippo Martin (NY) Smith (MS)
Florio Mavroules Smith (NE)
Foglietta McCandless Smith (NJ)
Frenzel MecCollum Smith (TX)
Gallegly McCrery Smith (VT)
Gallo MeCurdy Smith, Denny
Gaydos MceDade (OR)
Gekas McEwen Smith, Robert
Gillmor MeGrath (NH)
Gilman MceMillan (NC)  Smith, Robert
Gingrich McMillen (MD) (OR)
Glickman MeNulty Snowe
Gonzalez Meyers Solomon
Goodling Michel Spence
Goss Miller (OH) Spratt
Gradison Miller (WA) Stangeland
Grandy Molinari Stearns
Grant Mollohan Stenholm
Green Montgomery Stokes
Guarini Moorhead Studds
Gunderson Morrison (WA) Stump
Hall (TX) Murtha Sundquist
Hammerschmidt Myers Tallon
Hancock Natcher Tauke
Hansen Nelson Thomas (CA)
Harris Nielson Thomas (GA)
Hastert Oakar Torricelli
Hatcher Ortiz Upton
Hawkins Oxley Valentine
Hefley Packard Vander Jagt
Hefner Parker Visclosky
Henry Parris Vucanovich
Herger Pashayan Walker
Hertel Patterson Walsh
Hiler Paxon Watkins
Hochbrueckner Payne (NJ) Weber
Hopkins Payne (VA) Weiss
Horton Perkins Weldon
Houghton Petri Whittaker
Hubbard Pickett Williams
Hunter Porter Wilson
Hutto Pursell Wolf
Hyde Quillen Wyden
Inhofe Ravenel Wylie
Ireland Ray Yates
James Regula Yatron
Jenkins Rhodes Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—9
Bateman Courter Martinez
Bilirakis Davis Pepper
Clay Hall (OH) Young (FL)
0 1527
Messrs. VISCLOSKY, DURBIN,

ROWLAND of Georgia, and DER-
RICK changed their vote from ‘“‘aye’

to “no.”

Messrs. BRYANT, WAXMAN, CON-
YERS, and GRAY changed their vote
from “no” to “aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

Mr.

WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I

move that the Committee do now rise.
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The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose;
and the Speaker having resumed the
chair, Mr. GLICKMAN, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consid-
eration the bill (H.R. 2072) making
dire emergency supplemental appro-
priations and transfers, urgent supple-
mentals, and correcting enrollment
errors for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1989, and for other pur-
poses, had come to no resolution
thereon.

0 1530

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 1
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker,
we are a little puzzled as to what the
status of the supplemental appropria-
tion bill that we thought was pending
before the House is. Has that gone
somewhere?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will
reply to the gentleman from Califor-
nia that the Committee rose without
completing action on the bill. The
Committee has risen. We are no longer
in the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 2072.

It is the presumption of the Chair
that the Committee intends to return
that bill to the Committee and per-
form certain corrective surgery.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, is
it necessary that we send the Commit-
tee out to look for what happened to
the bill?

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
state his question again?

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Is it necessary
that we send somebody out to find out
where this bill went?

The SPEAKER. The Chair would re-
spond to the gentleman that the bill is
still on the Union Calendar.

The gentleman’s question is not a
proper parliamentary inquiry.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked to proceed for 1 minute that I
might inquire of the distinguished ma-
jority leader the program for the bal-
ance of the week.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished majority leader.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, we had
announced previously that if we con-
cluded the business of the week, we
would have only a pro forma session
tomorrow. That was not gquite what I
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had in mind, but I think we have con-
cluded the business of the week.

Accordingly, the House will be in a
pro forma session tomorrow, Thurs-
day. When the House adjourns tomor-
row, we will ask that the House ad-
journ to meet on Monday next.

We will announce the program for
next week tomorrow in consultation
with the distinguished Republican
leader.

Accordingly, Members should be
confident of the fact that except for
unexpected procedural votes, there
will be no votes for the remainder of
the week.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman. I imag-
ine that any other pertinent questions
with respect to maybe a little further
scheduling would be more appropriate
to ask tomorrow, rather than today.

I think there have been some Mem-
bers who have inquired about Memori-
al Day, whether there was any change
from our original agreement or what-
not, if the distinguished majority
leader would be prepared to respond
to that tomorrow.

Mr. FOLEY. We hope to be able to
announce by tomorrow a schedule, not
only for next week, but for the month
of May, at least in terms of those days
on which Members should expect that
there will be votes on the floor. We
will announce the program specifically
for next week and we hope tomorrow
to be able to provide all Members with
notice about each of the session days
in the month of May, whether there
will be votes or not.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the majority leader, because that will
be most helpful to all the Members, I
am sure.

Mr. FOLEY. I might say, Mr. Speak-
er, if the gentleman will yield further,
that we intend to do this throughout
the year to provide Members before
the beginning of the month with an
indication of what votes will occur
during that month, so far as is possi-
ble.

PERMITTING USE OF ROTUNDA
OF THE CAPITOL TO COM-
MEMORATE DAYS OF REMEM-
BRANCE OF VICTIMS OF THE
HOLOCAUST

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on House Administration be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 50) permitting the use of the ro-
tunda of the Capitol for a ceremony to
commemorate the days of remem-
brance of victims of the Holocaust and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CoEeLHO). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

Mr. THOMAS of California. Reserv-
ing the right to object, Mr. Speaker, it
is my understanding that this is for
the use of the rotunda in two in-
stances, is that correct?

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, that is correct, in
two instances.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Once is
for the Holocaust that the gentleman
from Illinois requested. What was the
other purpose?

Mr. FROST. It is for two different
years, but for the same purpose.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMAS of California. I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
want to express my thanks to the gen-
tleman for making no objection to this
bill. It is a necessary bill. I think it
does grace to both the Commission
and to the Congress for permitting the
ceremony to take place and, particu-
larly, to the Speaker for having given
his consent. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for bringing the
bill up today.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the Holocaust
Council, | would like to take a moment to
thank the Speaker of the House for the use of
the rotunda of the U.S. Capitol for the purpose
of commemorating the victims of the Holo-
caust. | also want to thank my colleagues,
MARTIN FROST of Texas, BiLL CLAY of Missou-
ri, and BiLL THOMAS of California for their as-
sistance in moving House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 50 through the House.

Though it is difficult and painful to reflect
upon the horrors associated with the Holo-
caust, it is important that we do so to prevent
such a tragedy from occurring again. The
“Days of Remembrance of Victims of the Hol-
ocaust” is an important part of the Holocaust
Council's continuing effort to remind us all of
the Holocaust and it is fitting that part of the
ceremony associated with the “days of re-
membrance” should be held in the Capitol. |
thank my colleagues in the House for their as-
sistance and cooperation with this bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMAS of California. I am
happy to yield to the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend my colleague, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Yates], for intro-
ducing this resolution and consider it a
privilege to have been asked to
manage the bill today.

The Capitol rotunda is generally
used for ceremonies that commemo-
rate events that have affected the
lives of all Americans. It is, therefore,
appropriate that the rotunda be used
to commemorate the loss of the 6 mil-
lion victims of the Holocaust. It serves
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the interest of our Nation to periodi-
cally remind ourselves that the most
heinous crime to humanity came to
pass in our lifetime.

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of
objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. Con. REs. 50

Whereas, pursuant to such Act, the
United States Holocaust Memorial Council
has designated April 30 through May T,
1989, and April 22 through April 29, 1990, as
“Days of Remembrance of Victims of the
Holocaust"; and

Whereas, the United States Holocaust Me-
morial Council has recommended that a
one-hour ceremony to be held at noon on
May 2, 1989, and at noon on April 24, 1990,
consisting of speeches, readings, and musi-
cal presentations as part of the days of re-
membrance activities: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the rotunda
of the United States Capitol is hereby au-
thorized to be used on May 2, 1989, from 8
o'clock ante meridian until 3 o'clock post
meridian and on April 22, 1990, from 8
o'clock ante meridian until 3 o’clock post
meridian for a ceremony as part of the com-
memoration of the days of remembrance of
victims of the Holocaust. Physical prepara-
tions for the conduct of the ceremony shall
be carried out in accordance with such con-
ditions as may be prescribed by the Archi-
tect of the Capitol.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FROST

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FrosT: On line
2 of page 2 of the resolution, strike “22” and
insert in lieu thereof ‘24",

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
FrosTtl.

The amendment was agreed to.

The concurrent resolution
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

was

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
concurrent resolution just agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 293,
H.R. 1233, and H.R. 1660

Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed from the lists of cosponsors
of H.R. 293, H.R. 1233, and H.R. 1660.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from the Virgin Islands [Mr.
pE Luco] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. pE LUGO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

PALLONE ANNOUNCES HOUSE
PASSAGE OF IMPACT AID
AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PaL-
LONE] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, today the
House of Representatives has approved an
amendment to the Federal impact aid formula
to provide needed funding to the Tinton Falls
and Eatontown School Districts for the chil-
dren of military personnel.

The amendment passed the U.S. Senate
last week through the efforts of New Jersey
Senators BiLL BRADLEY and FRANK LAUTEN-
BERG, and now goes to President Bush for his
approval.

| would like to thank my colleagues for
moving quickly to approve the amendment.

This legislation is vitally important to Tinton
Falls and Eatontown, both located in the Third
Congressional District.

Both towns are eligible for Federal impact
aid because they serve a significant number
of military children, but were penalized under
changes in the impact aid formula enacted
last year because less than 50 percent of
their students are from military families.

The amendment caps Federal funds for
school districts with over 50 percent military
children at $20 million, and shifts the remain-
ing $30 million in impact aid funds already ap-
propriated to those districts with less than 50
percent military children.

Tinton Falls has an additional problem in
that last year's changes to the impact aid for-
mula froze funding for school districts at their
previous level, regardless of the number of
new military students.

Tinton Falls is faced with an influx of some
200 additional students next fall due to the ex-
pansion of the Earle Naval Weapons Station.

The amendment approved today will
remove this freeze on funding and allow for
additional aid if more children from military
families enter the school district.

As a result of the amendment, Tinton Falls'
needs of $500,000 for the next 2 school years
will be met.

When Tinton Falls' impact aid funding short-
fall became apparent earlier this year, | met
with local officials to pursue a strategy that
would entitle Tinton Falls to the needed funds.
The Third District Congressman wrote to the
chairman of the House Education and Labor
Committee and the Subcommittee on Educa-
tion of the House Appropriations Committee to
urge their support for rectifying the inequity.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. ANNUNZIO addressed the
House. His remarks will appear hereaf-
ter in the Extensions of Remarks.]

LEGISLATION TO ASSIST PRO-
VIDING RUNNING WATER AND
SEWAGE FACILITIES FOR CO-
LONIAS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COLEMAN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to introduce legislation to assist a
number of communities along our southwest-
ern border where residents live in housing so
inadequate that they lack access to running
water and sewage facilities.

In these communities, commonly known in
those areas as “‘colonias,” rates of diseases
that have been eradicated in most other parts
of the country are alarmingly high. Children in
these communities look forward to physical
education classes at school because they can
bathe there, and families are forced to carry
jugs of water from business establishments
and nearby relatives for their use in cooking.

Mr. Speaker, | have visited these communi-
ties, and witnessed first-hand the deplorable
conditions in which people must live because
there is such a shortage of affordable housing
in these areas. The Public Works Subcommit-
tee on Water Resources also conducted field
hearings in their communities last March, and
the committee record reflects the personal
stories of residents who moved their families
to these communities because they sought to
realize the American dream—to own a home.
For some of these families, Federal housing
projects posed too great a danger because of
the environment they provided their children,
and they chose instead to move to an area
where they would have no running water but
where their children could be raised in healthy
neighborhoods.

Mr. Speaker, the bill | am introducing today
would authorize a series of demonstration
projects in six counties along the border under
the Environmental Protection Agency for the
installation of sewer and water supply facili-
ties. In addition, my bill would establish a re-
volving loan fund to enable residents of these
communities to connect their residences to
such facilities. As drafted, my bill would appro-
priate a total of $9.8 million for Cameron, Hi-
dalgo, Maverick, Presidio, and El Paso
County, TX, as well as Dona Ana County, NM.
With these funds, the more than 100,000 resi-
dents in these communities can improve their
drinking water supply and sewer systems, and
as a result, improve their lives.

The State and local governments where
these communities are located are trying to
provide some assistance to improve the living
conditions in these areas, but the problems
have proven too massive for them to ade-
quately address. In the current legislative ses-
sion, the Texas Legislature has before it a
proposal to issue State bonds to cover some
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of the costs of these improvements. Primarily,
it is because of the dangerous public health
conditions posed by these communities, which
are in such close proximity to Mexico, that the
Federal Government should provide assist-
ance.

| ask my colleagues to support my bill, and |
thank them for their consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. Rou-
KEMA] is recognized for 60 minutes.

[Mrs. ROUKEMA addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LaNTOSs]
is recognized for 15 minutes.

[Mr. LANTOS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

MORE GREEN TEA AND DIRTY
TRICKS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. BENT-
LEY] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, from
time to time I have read portions of
Marvin Wolf’s book, “The Japanese
Conspiracy,” which details how the
Japanese businessman, working with
the Government, have targeted Ameri-
can businesses.

I think of Marvin Wolf and his book
everytime whenever I read news sto-
ries about United States-Japanese
trade. He has shown us the road map
on how we have lost our industries.

Today, I want to read the last of
chapter 2 on the electronics industry. I
think we can all understand better
what has happened with Marvin's ex-
planation.

Mr. Speaker, I think we can all un-
derstand better what has happened
with our electronics and what is hap-
pening today in the HDTV field and
others related to the electronics field.
Where I had left off last time on this
was talking about Stanford Ovshinsky,
a brilliant inventor.

Standford Ovshinsky is a brilliant inven-
tor whose work in optical electronics rates
an entry in Webster's New Collegiate Dic-
tionary under a newly coined word, Ovonics.
In 1970 Ovshinsky patented a remarkable
system for storing data on a computer
memory disk. Using a laser, the Ovshinsky
device can place 100 times as much informa-
tion into the same space as conventional
magnetic storage methods, and it can be
erased or changed at will. Even though IBM
was not sure what products might result
from the process, in 1972 it bought a license
from Ovshinsky's company, Energy Conver-
sion Devices. ECD is a small firm based in
Troy, Michigan, primarily devoted to R&D,
It has fewer than 300 employees and less
than $21 million in sales, but it has been
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very active in licensing Japanese companies
and in forming joint ventures with them.

“We've had very good relationships in
Japan up to now," explains Larry Norris, a
senior VP with Ovshinsky's firm. “We have
a joint venture with Sharp Corporation in
the field of photovoltaics, which is now in
production making solar electric cells from
our amorphous silicon technology. And
we're now going into calculators. We have
several Japanese licensees with a chemical
company and Fuji. We also have a Japanese
subsidiary, and a wide range of business as-
sociates, partners, and licensees. In fact we
have more business in Japan than we have
in the U.8.”

In April 1983, Ovshinsky was shaken to
see an elegant press kit distributed by Mat-
sushita, a $45-billion-a-year conglomerate
which proudly claimed that it had produced
“an erasable optical disk for the first time
in the world.” Ovshinsky's firm promptly
filed suit. “IBM is a licensee under this
patent which is being infringed by Matsu-
shita,” says Norris. “IBM did the right
thing. In 1972 it took out an insurance
policy and put it in the bank. “If we ever
use the process, we'll pay you a royalty,”
they told us. In Norris's opinion, “Matsu-
shita went ahead and just grabbed it with-
out paying us a cent.”

But why would a giant company like Mat-
sushita just take someone’s technology?
Norris has no theory. “I can't understand
this behavior. They've invested a lot of
money in development, probably as much as
$100 million. Then to go out and jeopardize
the whole damn thing by just blatantly in-
fringing somebody’s patent—to me it doesn't
represent rational business behavior. It's
stupid.”

But in Tokyo, Shigeki Hijino does have a
theory to explain Matsushita's behavior.
Hijino is the 42-year-old editor-in-chief of
Britannica International Yearbook and a
prominent social critic. “Matsushita is an
octopus. Everybody knows it. It’s just out to
grab whatever it can,” he says.

Norris of Energy Conversion Devices is
still shaking his head. “We took a very ag-
gressive stance. A small company like us
could have written them a letter and gotten
into their corporate bureaucracy, and we
could have been there for ten years, and
they would just put us on hold. Maybe
that's what they were relying on,” Norris
says, “Stan wasn't going to be put in a posi-
tion like that. That's why we filed our law-
suit, and held a big press conference. They
were stunned.”

A few weeks later, Ovshinsky and Norris
went to Congress to testify about the case
before the Dingell Committee. “We talked
for an hour, and Matsushita got raked over
the coals,” recalls Norris. “I'm sure that
they didn’t think that a little company of
two or three hundred people was going to
give them that kind of anguish. Maybe
they're in a mood to talk business, now that
we have their attention.”

They do seem to have captured Matsushi-
ta's attention. While Matsushita continues
to publicly deny that it has done anything
wrong, they have initiated talks with ECD,
and Ovshinsky has gone to Japan to negoti-
ate with the giant electronics firm. “We've
got a patent infringement case and if they
take a license from us on patent infringe-
ment case and if they take a license from us
on reasonable terms, that should settle the
matter," says Norris, If Matsushita does not
agree to terms, however, it could take a long
time for Ovshinsky’'s firm to get anything
out of Matsushita. Japan has comparatively
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few courts and only 11,000 lawyers in the
entire nation. Their judges have caseloads
five or six times heavier than those of U.S.
federal district judges, which makes litiga-
tion an impractical avenue for corporate re-
dress.

One of the most popular components in
home computers is a chip called the Z80, de-
veloped in 1976 by Federico Faggin, one of
the maverick geniuses of America's Silicon
Valley. Faggin founded Zilog to manufac-
ture the chip, and after a few years sold his
company to Exxon, returning to devote
more time to his research. As personal com-
puters rose in popularity, more and more
manufacturers chose the Z80 as the CPU or
“brain" of their computers. Zilog licensed
three companies, including Sharp in Japan,
to make the Z80 and collected a small royal-
ty on each ZB80 chip these companies sold.
Several of the newest home computers are
being produced by such Japanese companies
as Nippon Electric Company (NEC), SORD,
Fujitsu, Sony and Hitachi, and many of
them have chosen to use the Z80, This chip
allows software manufacturers to easily
adapt many programs written for other,
mostly American, computers.

In early 1983 Zilog came upon a new chip
called the PD 780, produced by NEC, which
was becoming a best-seller in Japan's awak-
ening home computer markets. When Zilog
took the chip apart and examined it careful-
ly, it seemed to be an identical copy of the
Z80. “There are three legitimate alternative
sources—companies we licensed—for the
Z80. But we are contending that NEC,
which is now rivaling us for market share, is
illegally producing our chip,” says an angry
Chuck Signor, spokesman for Zilog, which
has sued NEC in the U.S. federal court.
“They just went out and copied the chip
and it's selling like crazy—mainly in the
Japanese markets, but now also in the
U.S.,” Signor claims.

The Japanese are skilled, and noted, for
“reverse engineering,” taking someone else’s
product apart to see how it works, then
building something that does virtually the
same thing as the original. ““They have their
top engineers, maybe the best 5 percent of
their force, working on nothing but reverse
engineering,” claims Ronald N. Billings, an
American who has worked in the Japanese
computer industry for 14 years and is now a
consultant to Nihon Soft Bank, Japan's
largest software company. Apparently the
technique is legal or almost so. “It's a tricky
business because historically reverse engi-
neering has been considered a valid situa-
tion, even on patentable areas,” says Zilog's
Signor. ""A person opens your chip and looks
at it and tests it and tries it out. Then he
goes to his R&D people and says, ‘Can you
put out a chip that does the same thing?’
They start from scratch and they go do it.
That's considered allowable in this busi-
ness."

The problem, says Signor, is that he is
convineed that the NEC chip is not a prod-
uct of reverse engineering. “They photo-
graphed it, warts and all, the errors are still
in there,” he contends. “Federico Faggin,
the guy who designed our chip, says it’s all
still in there. It’s a direct copy and not an
engineering development. Other companies
we've licensed have paid several million dol-
lars for the right to be a second source.”

In addition to the lawsuit, Zilog has
brought a complaint to the International
Trade Commission, which has accepted the
case. But in Japan, Zilog is powerless. “We
can't prosecute them over there,” says
Signor. “But if we can get an TIC ruling in
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our favor, the ITC will stop all imports of
products with that chip in it. The ITC will
settle it in nine months to a year. Unfortu-
nately, the U.S. courts will take three to five
years. That's why we went to the ITC.”
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I might inject at this point that one
of the reasons some of us were fight-
ing very hard to stop the sale of the
Aegis missile cruiser to Japan last
year, at least if they were going to buy
it, they had to buy the entire ship
from this country, but for us to do the
technology part and then to send it
over there while they build a ship part
and assemble the two together, was
because it would allow them to do the
reverse engineering on the technology
about 3 or 4 years ahead of time. And
we lost that battle. We should not
have. That is another reason why a
group of us are fighting the FSX tech-
nology transfer.

I continue now with the book, “the
Japanese Conspiracy,” by Marvin
Wolf. He points out:

This was a key reason behind the MITI
campaign to match and pass the U.S. in
semiconductor technology. But Japan's
computer manufacturers found that com-
peting with IBM was not easy. ""We tried to
sell our own machines,” recalled Taiyu Ko-
bayashi, chairman of Fujitsu, in 1982,
“However, the installed base of IBM is so
large and the users, quite naturally, want to
use the software base they have built up
over the years. The relative value of soft-
ware in the computer system has risen to in
excess of T0 percent of the cost of the
system. Being compatible was the only way
to get started in the computer business.

Kobayashi confirmed that the Japanese
sales strategy—compatibility with IBM's
hardware—was the keystone of an effort to
cut into IBM's share of the market. But in
the early years, plug-compatible Japanese-
made computers were not received well,
even in Japan. Despite the unpopularity of
their products, the Japanese industry con-
tinued its efforts to improve them. “MITI
put out R&D funds and brought together
the various companies for joint develop-
ment projects,” confirmed Kobayashi.
“When domestic makers began building
products and it wasn't clear whether what
we made would work or not, MITI went
around to the industries that had benefited
from its patronage—automobiles, steel,
ete.—and said, ‘Here, use these’"”
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In other words, what it amounted to
was the government ordering the in-
dustry there to buy the domestic prod-
uct, something that we do not do in
the United States of America. As a
matter of fact, our own Government
does not insist that our agencies buy
American products enough.

The book continues:

While they set about rationalizing the
Japanese computer industry, MITI also re-
stricted the import of foreign-made IBM
computers. “There was considerable push-
ing and hauling about how to restructure
the Japanese industry to compete with
IBM,"” Kobayashi explained. Some in Japan
wanted to merge all the companies into one
giant computer corporation, but a decision
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was finally made to align the companies
into three groups. Fujitsu was paired with
Hitachi to pursue large computer develop-
ment. And just about that time, someone
important quit at IBM,” and went over to
Japanese industry.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I will re-
lingquish the balance of my time and
will continue my report on “the Japa-
nese Conspiracy, Their Plot To Domi-
nate Industry Worldwide and How To
Deal with It,” by Marvin Wolf, at a
later date.

THE PRETTY BIG PICTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McCrLoskEY). Under previous order of
the House, the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. TaiLLon] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. TALLON. Mr. Speaker, I want
to talk today about foreign and de-
fense policy and what impact they
have on our Federal budget deficits.

First, the very big picture: The cold
war is over, suggest many economists,
and we have won. But what has this
got to do with our money?

Everything. If true it means, for
starters, that we may be able to shrink
the deficit without big tax hikes.

It means the 1987 stock market
crash may not have signaled a looming
economic collapse. It means both sides
can shift military resources to more
productive things.

After all, the goal of the Reagan
military buildup wasn’'t to become so
strong that we could take over the
world. The Japanese—in part because
they don’t spend much on the mili-
tary—are already taking over the
world. Rather, it was to become strong
enough to make the Soviets see the fu-
tility of the competition and then,
from that position of strength, to ne-
gotiate meaningful reductions. Say
what you will about Ronald Reagan’s
budget deficits, the strategy seems to
have worked.

Freer markets and greater personal
incentives are busting out all over—in
Russia—perestroika; in China—the
Chinese are launching a stock market;
in the historic United States-Canada
Free Trade pact; in Europe's move
toward economic unification; in lower
personal income-tax rates—most re-
cently in Japan. Free trade and low
tax rates are the stuff of economic
growth. Combined with today's awe-
some pace of technological progress,
they add up to what could be a very
bright future.

Of course there are a few problems:
the greenhouse effect, melting icecaps
that may sink my coastal congression-
al district, drugs and crime, debt piled
upon debt, terrorism; the prospect
that some crazed 14-year-old with an
Apple II GS might wipe out a million
bank accounts. As always, there is lots
to lose sleep over. As always, we are
dancing across the high wire. But we
have made some encouraging progress.
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Now for the pretty big picture.

For years, we've been consuming
more than we've been producing.
Given the first law of economics—that
there’s no free lunch—you have to
wonder how we've pulled this off.
We've done it by saving next to noth-
ing, which imperils our future, and by
going deep into hock, which imperils it
further. We've been importing VCR's
and, to pay for them, selling real
estate and major corporations. After 5
or 10 years, when the VCR’s break
down, we won’t get the buildings or
businesses back. We'll just have to sell
others.

We've been saying that it's better to
borrow the money to buy a $45,000
German car than to buy a $12,000
American car and invest the remaining
$33,000 in our future.

Sooner or later, to get things back in
balance, America will have to consume
less and/or produce more. Consuming
less won't necessarily lead to recession,
as it might have in the old days. With
the dollar so low, and with the Japa-
nese and others so flush, we’ll be
busily employed making things for
them. Until we do consumer less or
produce more, our wealth and com-
petitive strength will just continue to
drain off, like a big swimming pool
with a slow leak.

How will America ever balance its
budget? Continued economic growth,
combined with modest revenue en-
hancement, modest cuts in the $300
billion defense budget, would head us
in the right direction.

As for all those suddenly unem-
ployed military men and women, rede-
ploying 100,000 of them to civilian
duty as high school teachers might
help to get our toughest inner-city
kids off crack and onto reading, writ-
ing, and arithmetic.

Actually, it's not necessary to try to
wipe out the deficit entirely—at least
not right away. The trick is to keep it
trending down and keep the economy
growing. Right now, our $2.5 trillion
national debt equals 50 percent of our
$5 trillion gross national product. At
the end of World War II, our deficit
was 127 percent of the GNP. If the
economy should continue to expand at
T percent a year, through real growth
and inflation, it would reach $10 tril-
lion in 1999. If, over that same decade,
we ran annual $100 billion deficits, the
total debt would have grown to $3.5
trillion—but it would have shrunk to
just 35 percent of the GNP.

Maybe with a little common sacrifice
and common sense we can get our
fiscal house in order.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:
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Mr. Young of Florida (at the request
of Mr. MicreL), for today, on account
of illness in the family.

Mr. BiLIRAKIS (at the request of Mr.
MicHEeL), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Jones of Georgia) to
revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous material:)

Mr. PaLLoNE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. TarLon, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Annunzio, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. CorLemaN of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. LELAND, for 60 minutes, on April
27.

Mr. Owens of New York, for 60 min-
utes, each day on May 3 and 4.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. JaMes) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. FisH.

Mr. LENT.

Mr. BUECHNER.

Mr. LaAGOMARSINO in two instances.

Mr. SmiTH of New Hampshire.

Mr. CRAIG.

Mr. Lowery of California.

Mr. MICHEL.

Mr. SPENCE.

Ms. SNOWE.

Mr. WHITTAKER.

Mr. RINALDO.

Mrs. MORELLA.

Mr. CraNE in two instances.

Mr. BILIRAKIS.

Mrs. ROUKEMA.

Mr. KYL.

Mr. DornaN of California.

Mr. F1eLps in two instances.

Mr. HyDpE in two instances.

Mr. MiLLER of Washington.

Mr. WoLF.

Mr. CONTE.

Mr. DANNEMEYER.

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Jones of Georgia) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. DARDEN.

Mr. ACKERMAN.

Mr. DorcaN of North Dakota.

Mr. THoMAS A. LUKEN.

Mr. ERDREICH.

Mr. VENTO.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. FAUNTROY.

Mr. CLEMENT.

Mr. PEPPER.

Mr. TORRES.

Mr. Nowaxk.
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Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.

STARK.

MiLLER of California.
CoELHO.

WYDEN.

MFUME in two instances.
PELOSI.

BRYANT.

Mr. DOWNEY.

Mr. KASTENMEIER.

. GEPHARDT.

. LEHMAN of Florida.

. DIxXON.

. KANJORSKI.

. BONIOR.

. FEIGHAN.

. FoLEY.

SENATE ENROLLED JOINT
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his sig-
nature to enrolled joint resolutions of
the Senate of the following titles:

S.J. Res. 25. Joint resolution to designate
the week of May 7, 1989, through May 14,
1989, as “Jewish Heritage Week";

S.J. Res. 52, Joint resolution to express
gratitude for law enforcement personnel;

5.J. Res. B4, Joint resolution to designate
April 30, 1989, as “National Society of the
Sons of the American Revolution Centenni-
al Day"; and

S.J. Res, 92, Joint resolution to invite the
houses of worship of this Nation to cele-
brate the bicentennial of the inauguration
of George Washington, the first President
of the United States, by ringing bells at 12
noon on Sunday, April 30, 1989.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. TALLON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o'clock and 10 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, April 27, 1989, at
11 am.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1055. A letter from the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the special report on services for older Indi-
ans prepared by the Administration on
Aging, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 3057b; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

1056. A letter from the Director, Informa-
tion Security Oversight Office, transmitting
a copy of the office’s " Annual Report to the
President F'Y 1988, and a copy of the Presi-
dent's letter in response to the report; to
the Committee on Government Operations,

1057. A letter from the Chief Justice of
the United States, transmitting amend-
ments to the Federal Rules of Bankruptey
Procedure prescribed by the Court, pursu-
ant to 28 U.S.C. 2075 (H. Doc. No. 101-54);
to the Committee on the Judiciary and or-
dered to be printed.

1058. A letter from the Chief Justice of
the United States, transmitting amend-
ments to the Federal Rules of Appellate
Procedure which have been adopted by the
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Supreme Court, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 2075
(H. Doe. No. 53); to the Committee on the
Judiciary and ordered to be printed.

1059. A letter from the Chief Justice of
the United States, transmitting amend-
ments to the Federal Rules of Criminal Pro-
cedure prescribed by the Supreme Court,
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 2075 (H. Doc. No. 556);
to the Committee on the Judiciary and or-
dered to be printed.

1060. A letter from the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the annual report on children in foster care
under voluntary placement agreements for
fiscal year 1987, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 672
note; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

1061. A letter from the Secretary of
Transportation, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to repeal the airport and
airway tax reduction trigger; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

1062. A letter from the Board of Trustees,
transmitting the 1989 annual report of the
board of trustees of the Federal old-age and
survivors insurance and the Federal disabil-
ity insurance trust funds, pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 401(c)2), 1395i(b)(2), 1395t(bX2) (H.
Doc. No. 56); to the Committee on Ways and
Means and ordered to be printed.

1063. A letter from the Board of Trustees,
the Federal Supplementary Medical Insur-
ance Trust Fund, transmitting the 1989
annual report of the board of trustees of
the Federal supplementary medical insur-
ance trust fund, pursuant to 42 U.S.C.
401(e)(2), 1395i(b)(2), 1395t(b)(2) (H. Doc.
No. 57); jointly, to the Committees on Ways
and Means and Energy and Commerce, and
ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 138, Resolution providing
for the consideration of H.R. 1486, a bill to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1990
for the Maritime Administration, and for
other purposes (Rep. 101-40). Referred to
the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. FAUNTROY:

H.R. 2109, A bill to authorize the appro-
priation of funds to the District of Colum-
bia for additional officers and members of
the Metropolitan Police Department of the
District of Columbia, to provide for the im-
plementation in the District of Columbia of
a community-oriented policing system, and
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on the District of Columbia, and the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SMITH of Texas:

H.R. 2110. A bill to provide for obtaining
additional Federal prison facilities; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ACKERMAN (for himself, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. Fazio, Mr. FAUNTROY,
Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. DE
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Luco, Mr. ManTON, Mr. YATES, Mr.
McGRATH, Mr. THoMAS A. LUKEN,
Mr. MorgrisoN of Connecticut, Mr.
DwyEer of New Jersey, Mr. NeaL of
Massachusetts, Mr. ENGeL, Mr.
Evans, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. FLORIO,
Mr. Lewris of Georgia, Mr. TORRES,

Mr. Kiupee, Ms. Kaprur, Mr.
MRAZEK, Mr. EcKArT, Mr, WEIss, and
Mr. Towns):

H.R. 2111. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish programs to
increase the supply of professional nurses
and provide educational assistance to nurses
and for other purposes, jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Energy and Commerce, Ways
and Means, and the Judiciary.

By Mr. BENNETT:

H.R. 2112. A bill to amend the Real Estate
Settlement Procedures Act of 1974 to pre-
vent unwarranted accumulation of amounts
in escrow accounts of home buyers with fed-
erally related mortgage loans; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs,

By Mr. BEREUTER:

H.R. 2113. A bill to amend the Consolidat-
ed Farm and Rural Development Act to
ensure that farmland held by the Farmers
Home Administration is sold at fair market
value to qualified persons; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr, BILIRAKIS:

H.R. 2114. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to ensure that all veterans eli-
gible to receive educational assistance under
the Veterans' Educational Assistance Pro-
gram have 10 years after discharge or re-
lease from active duty in which to pursue a
program of education with such assistance;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. BRENNAN:

H.R. 2115. A bill to prohibit the introduc-
tion of a plastic container into interstate
commerce that is not labeled to indicate the
type of plastic resin used to produce the
container; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado:

H.R. 2116, A bill to amend section 7 of the
Mineral Leasing Act governing Federal coal
lease royalty rates; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. COLEMAN of Texas (for him-
self, Mr. OrTIZ, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr.
SKEEN, and Mr. SmiTH of Texas):

H.R. 2117. A bill to direct the Administra-
tor of the Environmental Protection Agency
to establish a demonstration program for in-
stallation of sewer and water supply facili-
ties for certain colonias in the State of
Texas and to establish a revolving loan fund
to enable residents of such colonias to con-
nect their residences to such facilities, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. CONTE:

H.R. 2118. A bill to benefit the U.S. Coast
Guard by assessing a user fee on recreation-
al vessels, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisher-

ies
By Mr. COSTELLO:

H.R. 2119. A bill to authorize the ex-
change of certain Federal public land in
Madison County, IL; to the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself and Mr.
RAHALL):

H.R. 2120. A bill to amend the Deep
Seabed Hard Mineral Resources Act to au-
thorize appropriations to carry out the pro-
visions of the act for fiscal years 1990, 1991,
and 1992; jointly, to the Committees on For-
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eign Affairs, Interior and Insular Affairs,
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
By Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota
(for himself and Mr. Brown of Colo-
rado):

H.R. 2121, A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend the deduc-
tion for health insurance costs of self-em-
ployed individuals for an indefinite period,
and to increase the amount of such deduc-
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EMERSON:

H.R. 2122. A bill to amend the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974 to exclude receipts and disburse-
ments of the Social Security trust funds
from the calculation of Federal deficits and
maximum deficit amounts under the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

By Mr. FLORIO (for himself, Mr.
Roe, Mr, Owens of New York, and
Mr. SIKORSKI):

H.R. 2123. A bill to amend the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act to extend coverage of
certain requirements relating to asbestos in
schools to include public and commercial
buildings and to strengthen such require-
ments; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. FLORIO (for himself, Mr.
STARK, Mr. PaLLOoNE, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. Stupps, Mr. Owens of New
York, Mr. McNuLtY, Mr. DYMALLY,
Mr. FrRANK, Mr. WEeiss, Mr, CONYERS,
Mr. Lewis of Georgia, Ms. PELoSI,
Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. pE Luco, Mr. AN-
DERSON, Mr, PaYNE of New Jersey,
Mr. SCHEUER, and Mr, Towns):

H.R. 2124. A bill to establish minimum
standards for health insurance coverage of
drug and alcohol abuse treatment; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce,

By Mr. FRANK:

H.R. 2125. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to provide free insurance up to
the value of $100 on mail items; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Ms. KEAPTUR:

H.R. 2126. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An Act to Provide Books for the Adult
Blind"” to provide clarification with respect
to the individuals who may make diagnoses
of dyslexia under such act, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. MACHTLEY (for himself, Mr.
EARLY, and Mr, ATKINS):

H.R. 2127. A bill to amend Public Law 99-
647, establishing the Blackstone River
Valley National Heritage Corridor Commis-
sion, to authorize the Commission to take
immediate action in furtherance of its pur-
poses and to increase the authorization of
appropriations for the Commission; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. PAYNE of Virginia:

H.R. 2128: A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to require that substan-
tial rate increases in rates charged by cable
televison operators be subject to approval
by local regulatory authorities; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. RICHARDSON (for himself,
Mr. WirLLiams, Mr. FieLps, Mr.
FLor1o, Mr. HarL of Texas, Mr.
YaTroN, Mr. EcKarRT, Mrs. PATTER-
SON, Mr. SPRaTT, Mr. TALLON, Mr.
Dorcan of North Dakota, Mr. DER-
RICK, Mr. SPENCE, and Mr. LELAND):

H.R. 2129. A bill to establish a U.S. Boxing
Corporation, and for other purposes, joint-
ly, to the Committees on Education and
Labor and Energy and Commerce.
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By Mr. ROBINSON:

H.R. 2130. A bill to require that not less
than 25 percent of amounts spent by the
Department of Defense during fiscal year
1990 for advertising for military recruiting
purposes be spent for advertising in newspa-
pers: to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mrs. ROUKEMA:

H.R. 2131. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to prohibit certain prac-
tices in the use of automatic dialing devices,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. SLAUGHTER of Virginia:

H.R. 2132. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross
income amounts otherwise includible on the
surrender or cancellation of any life insur-
ance policy which are used to pay long-term
care insurance premiums; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 2133. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross
income amounts withdrawn from individual
retirement plans for payment of long-term
care insurance premiums; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SMITH of Florida (for himself,
Mr. Lewanp, Mr. Fasceln, Mr,
Towns, Mr. Jonnson of South
Dakota, Mr. KosTMAYER, Mr. PENNY,
Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. HENRY, Mr.
FaunNTROY, Mr. AcKERMAN, Mr.
AvCoiN, Mr. HucHES, Mrs. COLLINS,
Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut, Mr.
ATKINS, Mr, DymaLLy, Ms. PELOSI,
Mr. Owens of Utah, Mr. CoSTELLO,
Mrs. UnsoeLp, Mr, Rogert F. SMITH,
Mr. LavGHLIN, Mr, McCurpy, and
Mrs. LLoyDp):

H.R. 2134. A bill to amend the Federal
Meat Inspection Act to authorize the distri-
bution of wholesome meat for human con-
sumption that has been condemned under
that act to charity and public agencies; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr, SWIFT (for himself, Mr.
THoMAs A, LUKEN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr,
EcKART, Mr. SikorskI, Mr. DEFaAzIO,

Mr. Miurer of Washington, Mr.
MarkEY, Mr. AvuCoin, and Mr.
SKAGGS):

H.R. 2135. A bill to amend the Solid Waste
Disposal Act to improve compliance by Fed-
eral facilities with the requirements of sub-
title C of that act; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. WOLF (for himself, Mr.
PARrr1s, Mr. FaAuUNTROY, Mr. BLILEY,
and Mrs, MORELLA):

H.R. 2136. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Code to limit the length of time
for which an individual may be incarcerated
for civil contempt in a child custody case in
the Superior Court of the District of Colum-
bia and to provide for expedited appeal pro-
cedures to the District of Columbia Court of
Appeals for individuals found in civil con-
tempt in such a case; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

By Mr. FRANK:

H.J. Res. 250. Joint resolution designating
July 4 of each year as the “Principal Na-
tional Permanent Legal Holiday”; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HYDE (for himself, Mr.
Stokes, Mr. GiuMman, and Mr.
McHuGH):

H.J. Res. 251, Joint resolution to designate
the week of June 4, 1989, through June 10,
1989, as “National Intelligence Community
Week"; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.
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By Mr. RHODES (for himself, Mr.
Brown of Colorado, Mr. MaTsul, Mr.
FaweLL, Mr. LEHMaN of Florida, Mr.
Worr, Mr. FusTER, Mr. CONTE, Mr.
Fazro, Mr. Friepo, Mr. HorTON, Mr.
DymaLLy, Mrs. Boxer, Mr. DORNAN
of California, Mr. BeviLL, Mr.
MRAZEK, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. MARTI-
NEz, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. SmitH of
Florida, Mr. Towns, Mr. DEWINE,
Mr. ATKINS, and Mr. FIsH):

H.J. Res. 252, Joint resolution designating
May 1989 as “National Water Recreation
Safety Month"”; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. ATKINS:

H. Con. Res. 103. Concurrent resolution
urging first asylum countries of the Associa-
tion of Southeast Asia Nations [ASEAN] to
reinstate the practice of providing refuge to
all asylum seekers from Vietnam, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

By Mr. bE LA GARZA:

H. Res. 139. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the future of America's family-owned farms
and businesses would be jeopardized by any
increase in estate taxes, to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota
(for himself, Mr. DursIN, Mr. BATES,
Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr.
Penny, Mr. JoHwnsoN of South
Dakota, and Mr. EvaNs):

H. Res. 140. Resolution expressing the
sense -of the House regarding the critical
need to include the use of alternative fuels
such as ethanol, produced from our abun-
dant stocks of surplus grain, methanol,
which can be produced from our vast coal
reserves, and compressed natural gas which
can be produced from abundant gas reserves
in air pollution control strategies required
by the Federal Environmental Protection
Agency to achieve compliance with the
Clean Air Act; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida (for
himself, Mr. Goss, Mr. BENNETT, Mr.
NeLson of Florida, Mr. SmiTH of
Florida, Mr. PEPPER, and Mr. SHAW):

H. Res. 141, Resolution relating to the res-
toration of Eastern Airlines; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as
follows:

71. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of Alaska, relative
to Alaska salmon and steelhead on the high
seas, to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

72. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Nevada, relative to the air serv-
ice subsidy program; to the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation.

73. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Nevada, relative to the location
of a repository for nuclear waste in Nevada;
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and
Commerce and Interior and Insular Affairs.

T4. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Nevada, relative to the place-
ment of a repository for high-level radioac-
tive waste in Nevada; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Energy and Commerce and Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 5. Mr. Forp of Michigan and Mr.
DONNELLY.

H.R. 19: Mr. DUrsBIN, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
RasALL, Mr. Mrume, Mr. RosiNsoN, Mr.
LicaTFOOT, Mr. Jounson of South Dakota,
Mr. LiviNgsToN, and Mr. UpToON.

H.R. 21: Mr. Garcia and Mr. CONTE.

H.R. 22: Mr. SANGMEISTER.

H.R. 41: Mr. AKARA, Mr. Cray, Mr. DWYER
of New Jersey, Mr. McHucH, Mr. Mav-
ROULES, Mr. OwWENs of Utah, Mr. SAvAGE, Mr.
SmitH of Florida, Mr. SmiTH of Vermont,
Ms. SNvowE, and Mr. WEIss.

H.R. 42: Mr. FUSTER.

H.R. 48: Mrs. CoLLINS, Mr. ATKINS, Mr.
Lewis of Georgia, Mr. RaANGEL, and MTr.
SAVAGE.

H.R. 77: Mr. LEw1s of Georgia.

H.R. 82: Mr. RecuLa, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr.
Brooks, Mr. FusTer, Mr. Haves of Illinois,
Mr. Parris, Mr. SmiTH of Vermont, and Mr.
SKAGGS.

H.R. 84: Mr. GuariNi, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr.
MRAZEK, Mr. ANDERsSON, Mr. Ebpwarps of
California, Mr. MrumMme, Mr. RinaLpo, and
Mr. FisH.

H.R. 85: Mr, GORDON,

H.R. 88: Mr. BRYANT.

H.R. 89: Mr. OweNs of Utah.

H.R. 109: Mr. HAMILTON.

H.R. 118: Mr. Jacoss and Mr. HILER.

H.R. 182: Mr. Frank, Ms. PeLosi, Mr.
LENT, Mr. MiLLER of California, Mr. BATES,
Mr. Rog, Mr. Mrazeg, and Mr. DReier of
California.

H.R. 212: Mr. McMiLLEN of Maryland.

H.R. 214: Mr. Rowranp of Georgia, Mr.
StoxkEes, and Mr. SmMiTH of New Jersey.

H.R 215: Mr. HasTERT, Mr. BaTeES, Mr.
RoBINsoN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mrs. Lowey of
New York, and Mr. EMERSON.

H.R. 220: Mr. BONIOR.

H.R. 222: Ms. LoNG, Mrs. BENTLEY, and Mr.
TALLON,

H.R. 245: Mr. DreIER of California.

H.R. 403: Mr. RINALDO,

H.R. 425. Mr. HucHEsS, Mr. Epwarps of
Oklahoma, and Mr. GARCIA.

H.R. 458: Mr. HaLL of Ohio.

H.R. 467: Mr. BoNIOR.

H.R. 499: Mr. HEFLEY.

H.R. 501: Mr, OBeY.

H.R. 581: Mr., ScHEUER, Mr. FLorIO, Mr,
FusTER, Mr. ScHUMER, Mr. WaLsxH, Mr. Li-
PINSKI, Mr. PaxoN, Mr. Rog, Mr. CLEMENT,
Mr. HorToN, and Mr. BROOMFIELD.

H.R. 583: Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut
and Mr, MAVROULES.

H.R. 615; Mr. CosTELLO, Mr. HuGHES, and
Mr. SmitH of Florida.

H.R. 631: Mr. Forp of Michigan.

H.R. 670: Mr. Weiss, Mr. BonNIOR, and Mr.
CLEMENT.

H.R. 673: Mr. ManTON, Mr. HoPkinNs, Mr,
OuIN, Mr. RAHALL, and Mr. FIsH.

H.R. 675: Mr. Cox.

H.R. 7T11: Mr. SmiTH of Vermont and Mr.
WALGREN.

H.R. 725: Mr. Dixon.

H.R. 778: Mr. MarTiNEZ, Mr. Espy, Mr,
Donarp E. LUKENS, and Mr. RoE.

HR. T91: Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. HocH-
BRUECKNER, Mr. MRAzek, Mr. PENNY, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr, FRANK, Mr. BATES, Mr. Dym-
ALLY, Mr. FLor1o, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr, VENTO,
Mr. Towns, Mrs, CoLLiNs, Mr. BEvILL, Mr.
SYNAR, Mr. CHAPMAN, and Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 795: Mr. MINETA.

H.R. 798: Mr. F1sH.
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H.R. 799: Mr. TAUKE.

H.R. 800: Mr, FusTER, Mr. FLORIO, and Mr.
DYMALLY.

H.R. 833: Mr, DURBIN.

H.R. 844: Mr. RAVENEL and Mr. GIBBONS.

H.R. 850: Mr. CraNE, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
BUECHNER, Mr. RoEg, and Mr. RIDGE.

H.R. 901: Mr. OLIN,

H.R. 904: Mr. Younc of Alaska, Mr. WiL-
LIAMS, Mr. YaTes, Mrs. MoORELLA, Mr.
WHEAT, Mr. AsPIN, Mr. NAGLE, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. RiNaLpo, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. Jones of
Georgia, Mr. CARR, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. BaAL-
LENGER, Mr, PIcKETT, Mr. BRENNAN, Mr.
CROCKETT, Mr. ScHAEFER, Mr, HarL of Ohio,
Mr. McDeErMOTT, Mr. BrRYaNT, Mr. WOLPE,
Mr. Paxon, Mr. VENTO, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr.
CARPER, Mr. Leranp, Mr. SmiTH of Texas,
Mr. Haves of Louisiana, Mr. SCHUETTE, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. BROWDER, Mrs, MARTIN of Illi-
nois, Mr. Skaces, Mr. STERNS, Mr. CLARKE,
Mr. Bunning, Mr. DeFazro, Mr. HAMMER-
SCHMIDT, Mr. STALLINGS, and Mr. FLORTO.

H.R. 928: Mr. Forp of Michigan and Mr.
RAHALL.

H.R. 1000: Mr. Jones of North Carolina.

H.R. 1025: Mr. Cox and Mrs. MarTIN of I1-
linois.

H.R. 1046: Mr. HasTERT and Mr. COMBEST.

H.R. 1048: Mr. WALGREN, Mrs. UNSOELD,
Mr. ScHEUER, and Mr, KILDEE,

H.R. 1074: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. BATEMAN,
Mr. GunpErsON, Mr, Wisg, Mr. HERGER, MTr.
SunpQuist, Mr. SmiTH of Texas, Mr.
GIiLMAN, Mr. Matsui, Mr. Rosg, Mr. WaL-
GREN, and Mr. PRICE.

H.R. 1078: Mr. Nowak, Mr. RICHARDSON,
Mr. Owens of Utah, Mr. Gray, and Mr.
SAVAGE.

H.R. 1112; Mr. OLIN, Mr. DoNNELLY, and
Mr. KOLBE.,

H.R. 1117: Mr. FUSTER.

H.R. 1124: Mr. SHAYS, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr.
OweNs of New York, Mr. MARTINEZ.

H.R. 1131: Mr. FRANK.

H.R. 1133: Mr. Mooby.

H.R. 1136: Mr. LeacH of Iowa, Mr. WISE,
Mr. DickinsonN, Mr. BeviLl, Mr. BroomM-
FIELD, Mr. MazzoLi, Mr. KasicH, Mr. Ham-
MERSCHMIDT, and Mr. VANDER JAGT.

H.R. 1142: Mr. LeatH of Texas, Mr. PENNY,
Mr. KoLTER, Mr. DornaN of California, Mr.
DANNEMEYER, Mr. PIcKETT, Mr. QUILLEN,
Mr. McCurpy, Mr. FusTER, Mr. BEvILL, Mr.
PARKER, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr, SPENCE, Mr.
Jornson of South Dakota, and Mr. HARRIS,

H.R. 1154: Mr. LeviNe of California and
Mr. JounsToN of Florida.

H.R. 1180: Mr. KILDEE.

H.R. 1181: Mrs. MarTIN of Illinois.

H.R. 1199: Mrs. MoRELLA, Mr. CARPER, Mr.
RANGEL, Ms, SCHNEIDER, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr.
KASTENMEIER, Mr. Bates, Ms. SNowg, and
Mr. CLEMENT.

H.R. 1210: Mr. Sisisky, Mr. Paxon, Mr.
GiuMaN, Mr. MiLLEr of Ohio, Mr. HERGER,
Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. PETRI, Mr., MADIGAN, Mr,
SHUSTER, and Mr. SAXTON.

H.R. 1216: Mr. SmitH of Texas, Mr.
LeLaND, Mr. TraxreEr, Mr. NeaL of North
Carolina, Mr. McCurpy, Mr. SwiIrFr, Mr.
VALENTINE, and Mr. NeLsoN of Florida.

H.R. 1243: Mr. DIicKINSON, Mr. CALLAHAN,
Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr, McDaDpg, Mr. FrRANK, and
Mr. OLIN.

H.R. 1281: Mr. CoURTER, Mr. OweNs of
Utah, Mr. MrumMEe, Mrs. Lowey of New York,
Mr. KosTMAYER, Mr. Upron, and Mr, FIsH.

H.R. 1295: Mr. HEFNER and Mr. ROE.

H.R. 1337: Mr. BRyYanT, Mr. MARKEY, Mr,
OBERSTAR, Mr. VENTO, Mr. Towns, Mr.
BrowN of California, Mr. Weiss, Mr.
Garcia, Mr, McDermoTT, Mr. BROOKS, Mr.
PoORTER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr, ATKINS, Mr.
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JornstonN of Florida, Mr. HuGHES, and Mr.
Lewis of Georgia.

H.R. 1352: Mr. EMERsON and Mr. GARCIA.

H.R. 1371: Mr, MRAZEK, Mr. TORRICELLI,
Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. THoMmAs of Georgia, Mr.,
LANCASTER, and Mr. SPRATT.

H.R. 1381: Mr. McDERMOTT.

H.R. 1382: Mr. Towns and Mr. RoE.

H.R. 1383: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr.
WoLpg, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. BORSKI.

H.R. 138T: Mr. GLICKMAN,

H.R. 1394: Mr. FrRaNK, Mr. FrLor1o, Mr.
SrauGgHTER of Virginia, Mr. DeFazio, and
Mr. PARRIS.

H.R. 1441: Mr. PENnY, Mr. CooPER, Mr.
MoakLEY, Mr. Towns, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. OLIN, Mr. PEASE,
Mr. Owens of New York, Mr. KoSTMAYER,
Mrs. Lroyp, Mr. Mogrgrison of Connecticut,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. LEHMAN
of Florida, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. MoLLOHAN, Mr.
DEFazro, Mr. WHeEAT, Mrs. CoLLINS, Mr.
RoBIiNsoN, Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. DERRICK, Mr.
RICHARDSON, Mr. JonTz, Mr. DorcaN of
North Dakota, Mr. SHays, Mr. Smite of
Mississippi, Mr. GorpoN, Mr. BiLeray, Mrs,
BoXER, Mr. CrockerT, Mr. OwWeENns of Utah,
Mr, Upton, Mr. Yares, Mr. BeviLL, Mr.
FusTER, Mr. HaTcHER, Mr. LanTOos, Mr.
MirLEr of California, and Mr. BurTon of In-
diana.

H.R. 1465: Mr. Swirt, Mr. F1ELDS, and Mr.
Forp of Michigan.

H.R. 1471: Mr. WiLLiaMs, Mr. GReEeN, Mr.
MoaKLEY, Mr. MiINeTA, Mr. PURSELL, Mr,
TAUKE, Mr. JAcoBs, Mr. BONIOR, Mrs. LOWEY
of New York, and Mr. JoHnsToN of Florida.

H.R. 1494: Mr. LevinNg of California.,

H.R. 1499: Mr. WaLsH, Mr. HASTERT, Mr.
HorToN, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr.
WoLr, Mr. Parris, and Mr. Goss.

H.R. 1504: Ms. PELosI and Mr. SAVAGE.

H.R. 1526: Mr. NeaL of North Carolina.

H.R. 1553: Mr, StALLINGS, Mr. JOHNSON of
South Dakota, Mr. Swirr, Mr. Dicks, Mr.
MorrisoN of Washington, Mrs. VUCANOVICH,
Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. Stump, Mr., DorGan of
North Dakota, Mr. MiLLer of Washington,
Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. RHODES,
and Mr. McDERMOTT.

H.R. 1568: Mr. KENNEDY and Mr. Espy.

H.R. 1573: Mr. KosTMAYER, Mr. Fazio, Mr.
McDermorr, Mr. Fpro of Michigan, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr, CHAPMAN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
Owens of New York, Mr. Lanrtos, and Mr.
POSHARD.

H.R. 1589: Mr. ComBesT and Mr. SMITH of
Texas.

H.R. 1605: Mr. ANNUNZIO, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.
CoynNE, Mr. Srupps, Mr. Dorcan of North
Dakota, Mr. Moopy, Mr. YaTes, Mr. UpToN,
Mr. Roe, Mr. Penny, Ms. Kaprur, Mr.
Haves of Illinois, Mr. Aspin, Mr. WEBER, Mr.
McNuLTy, and Mr. ACKERMAN,

H.R. 1609: Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 1610: Mr, RANGEL.

H.R. 1617: Mrs. MarTIiN of Illinois, Mr.
Hype, Mr. CourTER, Mr. KoLBg, Mr. Laco-
MARSINO, Mr. NiersoNn of Utah, Mr.
ScHUETTE, and Mr. FUSTER.

H.R. 1631: Mr. BENNETT and Mr. SMiTH of
Florida.

H.R. 1651: Mr, RANGEL.

H.R. 1654: Mrs. CoLLINS, Mr. WoLPE, Mrs.
UnsoeLp, Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut, Mr.
ATKINS, Mr. PaNeTTA, Mr. LEVINE Of Califor-
nia, Mr. Mrazex, and Mr. HOYER.

H.R. 1659: Mr. KoLTER and Mr. BOEHLERT.

H.R. 1676: Mr. BRYAaNT, Mr. ATKINS, Mr.
MAavVROULES, Mr. HuGgHES, Mr. WiLLiams, Mr.
Sorarz, Mr. RAvENEL, Mr. UproN, Mr. AN-
DERSON, and Mr. FI1sH.

H.R. 1677: Mr. STarRK, Mr. KASTENMEIER,
Mr. Owens of New York, Mr. CoLEmMaN of
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Texas, Mr. Rog, Mr. VoLKMER, Mr. STtAL-
LINGS, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. BERMAN, Mr, HENRY,
and Mr. SAVAGE.

H.R. 1679: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. Fazio, Mr.
Bates, and Mr. WEIss.

H.R. 1691: Mr. Owens of Utah, Mr.
ATKINS, Mr. MINETA, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr.
DwyEer of New Jersey, and Mr. BONIOR.

H.R. 1693: Mrs. CoLLiNs, Mr., FOGLIETTA,
Mr., Bates, Mr. RaNGEL, Mr. LanTos, Mr,
ATKINS, Mr. Mrume, Mr. Smite of Florida,
and Mr. DONNELLY.

H.R. 1725: Mr. FusTeER, Mrs. UNSOLED, Mr.
DwyEeR of New Jersey, and Mr, RICHARDSON,

H.R. 1730: Mrs. MarTIiN of Illinois, Mr.
FuUsTER, and Mr. Rok.

H.R. 1845: Mr. DymaLLy and Mrs. CoL-
LINS.

H.R. 1861: Mr. Vento, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
FawegLL, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. FRANK,
Mr. Frorio, Mr. Fazio, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
McDermoTT, and Mr. FOGLIETTA.

H.R. 1931: Mrs. CoLLINs, Mr. Towns, Mr.
Lipinskl, Mr. FusTer, Mr. Owens of New
York, Ms. KapTUuR, and Mr. BRYANT.

H.R. 1935: Mr. Bewnnerr, Mr. Forp of
Michigan, Mr. Downey, Mr. Frank, Mr.
Lewis of Georgia, Mrs. CoLLINS, Mr.
ScHEUER, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. CoONTE, Ms.
KapTur, Mr, VEnto, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr, Bir-
BRAY, Mr. SmitH of Florida, Mr. PALLONE,
and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 2008: Mr. Towns, Mr, TaLLon, Mr.
BLiLEY, Mrs. Saiki, Mr. WaLsH, Mr. Bart-
LETT, Mr. PursgLL, Mr. DeELay, Mr. MAR-
LENEE, Mr. NieLsoN of Utah, Mr. Parris, Mr.
SmiTH of New Jersey, Mr. DENNY SMITH,
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. CRAIG,
Mr. BurtoN of Indiana, and Mr. STANGE-
LAND.

H.R. 2044: Mr. HorTON, Mr. SHUSTER, Mrs.
UnsokLp, and Mr. McNuLTy.

HR. 2055: Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. SKEEN, Mr.
SmiTH of Mississippi, Mr. OLiN, Mr. SuND-
QuIsT, Mr. SoLoMoN, and Mr. Paxon.

H.J. Res 8: Mr. UproN, Mr. SHaw, Mr.
BAgER, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. Braz, Mr. CaLLa-
HAN, Mr. Epwarps of Oklahoma, Mr. LIviNG-
sTON, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. LirIiNsKI, Mr. DONNEL-
LY, Mr. Ripge, Mr. MoLINARI, Mr. GINGRICH,
Mr. CralGg, Mr. RITTER, Mr. WALKER, Mr.
Hancock, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. LeaTaH of
Texas, Mr. GuUNDERSON, Mr. CoMBEST, Mr,
RoOBERTS, Mr. ScHULZE, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr.
WeLpon, Mr. Duncan, Mr, KoLsg, Mr. MAD-
1GAN, Mr. McMiLraN of North Carolina, Mr.
FRENZEL, Mr. HERGER, Mr. Younc of Florida,
Mr. SmiTH of New Hampshire, Mr. ROWLAND
of Connecticut, and Mr. MACHTLEY.

H.J. Res. 31: Mr. PICKETT.

H.J. Res. 50: Mr. SCHUETTE.

H.J. Res. 54: Mr. WoLPE and Mr. SIKORSKI.

HJ. Res. 104: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
SCHUETTE, Mr. GrRapison, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.
BUECHNER, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. VENTO, MTr.
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. LiriNskIi, Mrs. CoL-
LINS, and Mr. GILLMOR.

H.J. Res. 107: Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr, APPLEGATE,
and Mr, Hary of Ohio.

H.J. Res. 120: Mr. BRENNAN, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. CouGHLIN, Mr. JounsToN of Florida, Mr.
MiLLER of Ohio, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. SMITH of
Florida, and Mr. STALLINGS.

H.J. Res. 131: Mr. FusTer, Mr. SHaw, Mr.
THoMAS A. LUKEN, Mr. CarpiN, Mr. ENGEL,
and Mr., SAVAGE.

H.J. Res. 132: Mr. Saso, Mr. WaLsH, Mr.
GREEN, Mr. GiLumor, Mrs. Lowey of New
York, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. JENKINS, Mr.
SHARP, Mr. AuCoIN, Mr. BiLBrAY, Mr. Bus-
TAMANTE, Mr. FrigHAN, Ms. EKapTur, Mr.
Lewis of Georgia, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MoRRI-
soN of Connecticut, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr.
Sawvyer, Mr. Near. of Massachusetts, Mr.
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NEeaL of North Carolina, Mr. LEwis of Flori-
da, Mrs. MarTiN of Illinois, Mr. DANNE-
MEYER, Mr. HAWKINS, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr.
SmitH of Iowa, Mr. KasicH, Mr. DE LA
GaARzA, Mr. PosHARD, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. PaL-
LONE, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. Moopy, Mr. HASTERT,
Mr. EnNceL, Mr. UpaLL, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr.
FaweLr, Mr. Gray, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr.
STALLINGS, Mr. McCorrum, Mr. HAMMER-
ScHMIDT, Mr. PICKETT, Mr, WEEBER, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. RoysaL, Mr. Lowery of Califor-
nia, Mr. BrLaz, Mr. MurPHY, Mr. Haves of
Louisiana, Mr. McDErRMOTT, Mr. D¥son, Mr.
FrLorro, Mr. FraNng, Mr. Dwyer of New
Jersey, Mr, MACHTLEY, Mr. PANETTA, and Mr.
McNuLTY.

H.J. Res. 138: Mr. OuiN, Mr. Brown of
California, Mr. DyMaLLy, Mr. McNuLTy, Mr.
HoacLanp, Mr. VENTO, Mrs, BOXER, Mr,
WoLr, Mr. Borskl, Mr. SAXToN, Mr, BATES,
Mr. Horton, and Mr. JounsoNn of South
Dakota.

H.J. Res. 141: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. PORTER,
Mr. FRENzZEL, Mr. McDapg, Mr. CARPER, Mr.
WeLpoN, Mr. TaLroN, Mr. Rosg, and Mr.
BUNNING.

H.J. Res. 164: Mr. FRENzZEL, Mr. GaLLo, Mr,
PARKER, Mr. Nowak, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr.
RowLanp of Connecticut, Mr, SLATTERY, Mr.
RinaLpo, Mr. Lowery of California, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. HASTERT, Mr.
Owens of Utah, Mr. Towns, Mrs, COLLINS,
Mr. FasceLL, Mr. KoLTER, Mr. HOoPKINS, Mr.
Bruce, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. FAWELL.

H.J. Res. 186: Mr. Bosco, Mr. FisH, Mr.
GaLro, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr.
pE Luco, Mr. Saso, Mrs. Boxer, Mr. Esry,
Mr. VoLKMER, Mr. Pickerr, Mr. McNuLTY,
Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. PrICcE, Mr. COLEMAN of
Missouri, Mr, IRELAND, Mr, BLAz, Mr. (GONZA-
LEZ, Mr. JacoBs, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. MARTI-
NEz, and Mr. APPLEGATE.

H.J. Res. 199: Mr, SLATTERY.

H.J. Res. 210: Mr. VoLEMER, Mr. McDER-
moTT, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. SPRATT,
Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. GALLO, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
FreENzeL, Ms. PeLosi, Mr. HorToN, Mr.
KapTur, Mr. HoacLanp, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr.

Evans, Mr. Wise, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr.
Stump, Mr. Srtupps, Mr. CoOBLE, Mr.
McHvucH, Mrs. Mevers of Kansas, Mr.

EArLY, Mr. UpaLL, Mr. BiLBRAY, Mr. FLORIO,
Mr., QUILLEN, and Mr. ENGEL.

H.J. Res. 214: Mr. Garcia, Mr. GUNDER-
soN, Mr. MaTsul, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. SPRATT,
and Mr. Owens of New York.

H.J. Res. 216: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. AuCoIN,
Mr. BAKER, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BATES, Mrs.
BENTLEY, Mr. BeviLL, Mr. BLIiLEY, Mr.
BorskI1, Mrs. Boxer, Mr, BRown of Califor-
nia, Mr. Bruce, Mr. BunNNING, Mr. BusTa-
MANTE, Mr. CARR, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. COELHO,
Mrs. CorLrins, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. COUGHLIN,
Mr. CouRTER, Mr. CoyYNE, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr.
DARDEN, Mr. DE LA GaRza, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr.
pE Luco, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. DiIcks, Mr.
DornaN of California, Mr. DursiN, Mr.
Dwyer of New Jersey, Mr. DymaLLY, Mr.
Espy, Mr. Evans, Mr. FaweLL, Mr. Fazio,
Mr. FrLor1o, Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. FRANE, Mr.
FusTErR, Mr. GaLLo, Mr. GARcia, Mr.
GILMAN, Mr. GrRANDY, Mr. GRANT, Mr. GrAY,
Mr. GREEN, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. GUNDERSON,
Mr. Hawkins, Mr. Haves of Illinois, Mr.
HerFNER, Mr. HERGER , Mr. HoRTON, Mr.
HucHes, Mr. IRgLanD, Mr. KiLpEg, Mr. La-
FaLce, Mr. LacomarsiNo, Mr. LaNTos, Mr.
Leraman of California, Mr. LEaman of Flori-
da, Mr. LELaND, Mr. LEviN of Michigan, Mr.
LevinNg of California, Mr. LEwrs of Georgia,
Mr. Lirinskl, Mr. Lowery of California, Mr.
ManTON, Mr. MARTIN of New York, Mr.
MARTINEZ, Mr. Martsul, Mr. MazzoLi, Mr.
McDape, Mr., McGraTH, Mr. McMILLEN of
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Maryland, Mrs. Mevers of Kansas, Mr.
Mrume, Mr. MicHEL, Mr. MiLLER of Califor-
nia, Mr. MINETA, Mr. MoLINARI, Mr. MoOR-
HEAD, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. Nowak, Mr. OweNs of
Utah, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. PARKER, Mr. PAsSH-
AYAN, Mrs. PATTERSON, Mr, PENNY, Mr, PICK-
ETT, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. Ray,
Mr. RITTER, Mr. RoE, Mr. RoGERs, Mr. Row-
taNp of Connecticut, Mr. Savacg, Mr.
SaxTON, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SLAT-
TERY, Mr. SmiTH of New Hampshire, Mr.
RoeerT F. SMI1TH, Mr. SmitH of Mississippi,
Mr. SorAarz, Mr. SoLoMoN, Mr, STAGGERS, Mr.
STANGELAND, Mr. STARK, Mr, STOKES, Mr.
TaLLoN, Mr. TRAXLER, Mrs. Unsoerp, Mr.
VALENTINE, Mr. VANDER JacT, Mr. RoTH, Mr.
Vento, Mr. WaLsH, Mr. WAaTKINS, Mr.
WaxmaN, Mr. Weser, Mr. WriLson, Mr.
WoLrg, and Mr. WYDEN.

H.J. Res. 221: Mr. LacoMAarRsINO, Mr. Li-
PINSKI, Mrs. MarTIN of Illinois, Mr. PAYNE
of Virginia, Mr. SKELTON, and Mr. SKEEN.

H.J. Res. 226: Mr. CoLeMaN of Missouri,
Mr. Jacoss, Mr. MogrrisoN of Connecticut,
Mrs., Morerra, Mr. MoLLOHAN, Mr. WIsE,
Mr. GIiLMAN, Mr. SCHUETTE, Mr. MOAKLEY,
Mr. SPrATT, and Mr. SCHEUER.

H.J. Res. 240: Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr.
BurTtoN of Indiana, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr.
CampBeLL. of Colorado, Mr. CARDIN, Mr.
CARPER, Mr. CosTtELLO, Mr. DEFazio, Mr,
DEWINE, Mr. FisH, Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mr. HavEs of Illinois, Mr, HocH-
BRUECKNER, Mr. Hypg, Mr. Jones of Georgia,
Ms. KapTUR, Mr. KoLTER, Mr., KOSTMAYER,
Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. MaTsu1r, Mr. McNuLTY,
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Mr. MorrisoN of Connecticut, Ms. PELOSI,
Mr. PENNY, Mr. RanceL, Mr. RiNnaLpo, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr, SoLo-
MON, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. WypEN, and Mr.
YATRON.

H. Con. Res, 6: Mr. FLORIO.

H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. Cox and Mr. CLEM-
ENT.

H. Con. Res. 40: Mr. Dre1er of California
and Mr. LIVINGSTON.

H. Con. Res. 68: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. BATE-
MAN, Mr. LacoMARSINO, Mr. Barton of
Texas, Mr. MoOORHEAD, Mr. SaXTON, Mr.
CampBerLL of California, Mr. RAvVENEL, Mr.
Parris, Mr. BrooMmrIELD, Mr. HOLLOWAY,
Mr. MiLLEr of Ohio, Mr. NieLson of Utah,
Mr, BUNNING, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. PORTER, Mr.
BaKER, and Mr. BARTLETT.

H. Con. Res. 86: Mr, Peasg, Mr. FUSTER,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. KLECZKA, MT.
McHucH, and Mr. WeIss.

H. Res. 95: Mr. CLINGER, Mrs. BENTLEY,
Mr. HATCHER, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. LAGOMAR-
siNo, and Mr. FAWELL.

H. Res. 122: Mr. BUNNING.

H. Res. 128: Mr. Frank, Mr., DorNAN of
California, Mr. SkeLToN, Mr. MoRRIsON of
Connecticut, Mr. MacHTLEY, Mr. NeaL of
Massachusetts, Mr. Brown of California,
Mr. KenNeEpYy, Mr. McMiILLEN of Maryland,
Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. RoyeaL, Mr. MICHEL,
Mr. KosTMAYER, Mr. LEviN of Michigan, Mr.
BiLeray, Mr. CampBeLL of Colorado, Mr.
BeRMAN, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr,
Boni1or, Mr. HouGHTON, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. La-
GOMARSINO, Mr. DoNNELLY, and Mr. GILMAN.
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H. Res. 129: Mr. FLorIo, Mr. SCHUETTE,
Mr. TANNER, Mr. FoGLIETTA, and Mr. CoN-
YERS.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were deleted from public bills and
resolutions as follows:

H.R. 293: Mrs. BENTLEY.

H.R. 1233: Mrs. BENTLEY,

H.R. 1660: Mrs. BENTLEY.

H.J. Res. 137: Mr. LEaMaN of Florida.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti-
tions and papers were laid on the
Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

33. By the SPEAKER.: Petition of city of
Irving, TX, relative to the Dallas/Fort
Worth International Airport; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation.

34. Also, petition of Waller County, Hemp-
stead, TX, relative to the Internal Revenue
Code; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

35. Also, petition of Ray Sealy, Limestone
County judge, Grosbeck, TX, relative to the
Internal Revenue Code; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.
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